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Abstract 
Accessibility-Related Service Failures Online: Examining Their Effect on 
Avoidance Behaviors for Disabled Consumers and Their Social Networks 
Alex Howard Cohen  
 
This three-part study examines how online accessibility-related service failures adversely impact 
a retailer through avoidance behaviors by directly offended disabled consumers (30 million 
Americans), their proximal networks learning of the service failure by both direct and indirect 
word of mouth, and those who have no existing relationship with a disabled person learning of 
incidents through direct and indirect online communication, e.g., blogs and reviews. A 
preliminary test sheds light on the widespread issue of inaccessible websites by rating the top 
100 retailers on accessibility conformance using globally accepted standards for accessible site 
design.  
 
The first study develops a scale based on the concept of “consumer normalcy” which is 
composed of four dimensions: (1) ability to participate in the marketplace, (2) demonstrating 
competence and control, (3) achieving distinction, and (4) being perceived as an equal. This 
important new construct can be used as a tool to more fully understand the experience of an 
individual who feels he or she has been discriminated against in the marketplace based on 
demographic characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation/preference, or 
disability. The scale is tested in six different populations including the LGBT, African American, 
and disabled communities respectively, as well as a random student population, and two random 
non-student samples where one sample shows how Consumer Normalcy is directly connected to 
complaint behavior, repurchase intention, and word of mouth. 
 VIII 
Using blind and vision impaired participants, the second study compares the differences in 
avoidance behaviors toward a retailer due to accessibility-related and non-accessibility related 
service failures by using high and low effort online service failure conditions to elicit feelings of 
disconfirmed expectations of “consumer normalcy, and how this effect is mediated by the 
negative emotions of anger and frustration. In addition, we analyze how these avoidance 
behaviors are moderated by prior expectations of accessibility, feelings of helplessness, living 
alone versus living with others, and prior patronage versus no prior patronage.  
 
In an effort to examine how NWOM is received when the receiver could not share the experience 
being relayed, in study three the disabled participants from study one email the survey to non-
disabled people in their proximal networks such as family, friends, and coworkers. After learning 
about the service failure either from direct communication where the disabled person who is 
known or unknown to the receiver, or from indirect electronic word of mouth where the source is 
again unknown or known to the receiver, we proffer that the relationship to the disabled 
consumer, along with the perceived closeness of the relationship  with that disabled individual, 
will lead to higher levels of substitutional empathy than general empathy resulting in greater 
levels of avoidance behavior toward the retailer. We propose “substitutional Empathy” occurs 
when person A learns of the plight of unknown person B which could not be shared by person A. 
Person A then substitutes known person C who could share the experience of person B into the 
role of unknown person B, instead of typical empathy studies where person A puts themselves in 
the role of person B.  
 
 IX 
Additional tests seek to examine differences in reactions between proximal or nonexistent 
relationships by having random participants asked to read about an accessibility-related service 
failure imagining that they learned of the failure either directly from someone they know or don’t 
know, or from indirect E-WOM where the source is known or unknown. We predict the 
existence of substitutional empathy to be the driving force behind empathetic reactions when the 
source is unknown to the receiver, and levels of avoidance behavior will be determined based on 
the strength or absence of a relationship with a disabled person. Both studies are replicated in the 
Transgender community where Transgender individuals share the survey with non-Transgender 
individuals they know as well as testing the theory in a random sample.  
 
Extensions of assimilation-contrast, attribution, and intergroup contact theories are presented to 
better understand potential outcomes of the studies. Finally, we discuss current disability 
legislation along with the societal and economic impacts of online accessibility issues. Our goal 
is to show that an accessibility-related service failure can adversely impact a retailer not only by 
the directly affected disabled consumer but also by those individuals in his or her social network 
who will empathetically change their purchase behavior with that retailer. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 
Introduction 
 
Unbeknownst to his wife, a blind man has been saving up for months to secretly purchase 
her an anniversary present, a white gold and diamond necklace and bracelet set where the 
jewelry looks like interwoven sea turtles, which she had first seen on their honeymoon ten years 
prior. His plan was to surprise her while on vacation for their anniversary, and it was imperative 
for the items to arrive prior to their departure.  After calling the store where the pieces had first 
been seen, he was dismayed to find they no longer carried the item, but a sympathetic 
salesperson gave him the website where she thought it could be found. Trying desperately to 
navigate this website, he was completely crestfallen to find that the website was inaccessible 
with his screen-reader software, and he would be unable to make the purchase. Disappointment 
turned to anger as alternative arrangements had to be made. Once again the clash between his 
blindness and the marketplace had created feelings of despair stemming from perceptions of 
unfairness and exclusion. 
 Inaccessibility of a website is a problem directly affecting over thirty million disabled 
Americans. The blind and visually impaired must use assistive technology such as screen-
reading software to navigate the online environment. In addition, included in this number are 
those individuals with cognitive or mobility impairments that create difficulty in using point and 
click devices such as a mouse or rollerball. Similar to how a cane or guide dog would be used to 
help navigate the physical environment, assistive technologies help the blind and vision impaired 
navigate the online environment by converting text to speech. The Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) signed into law in June 1990 provides protections against unfair or discriminatory 
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treatment of the disabled; however, this legislation does not currently include any specific 
provisions extending these protections to commercial websites in the same manner it does 
physical public spaces. Even with an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rule Making (ANPRM) by 
the Department of Justice’s Civil Rights Division to revisit this issue sometime in 2018, it could 
take years before retailers must comply with the law including the adoption and implementation 
of the proposed accessible-design guidelines.  
Purpose and Contribution 
Research examining the heightened effect of demographic-based service failures 
manifesting into anti-firm reactions toward a seller have been minimally pursued in the 
marketing literature despite  the diversity of the populous necessitating such exploration. 
Whether the offended consumers attribute the cause of this failure to their ethnicity, financial 
status, gender, sexual-orientation/preference, religion, or disability, these kinds of negative 
service experiences occur with regularity, and could carry a broader ripple effect than was 
previously realized. The overarching goal of this undertaking endeavors to create a more 
inclusive marketplace. Yes, it would be wonderful if everyone could get along and continually 
treat others with a mutual dignity, respect, and kindness. Until then we will illustrate an 
economic motive to do so. Although some studies conducted in this research cover a wide range 
of demographics, it would be far too challenging both theoretically and operationally to focus so 
broadly on a universal resolution advising retailers how to minimize the occurrence of perceived 
demographic-based service failures. Even a focus solely within the disabled population of 58 
million people (www.census.gov/disabilties) is far too broad in scope, especially when 
considering the diversity of potential marketplace issues arising from including consumers with 
vision, hearing, mobility, and cognitive impairments. 
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We instead propose to focus on a smaller segment of the disabled population, specifically 
the blind and vision impaired, and their exclusion in many cases to the online marketplace. 
Unlike other kinds of prejudice-based discrimination, an inaccessible website can be repaired 
and made to be accessible by website developers, thereby eradicating the problem. This is not to 
imply that the disabled community feels the offence of an inaccessible website stings less than 
any other kind of discriminatory practice or behavior toward any other segment of the population 
that may be discriminated against. As previously mentioned, the problem of website accessibility 
affects more than just the blind and low vision community. For the practical, operational aspects 
of those specific studies involving disabled participants, the present study sample includes blind 
and low vision participants only. The reason for this is it would be too difficult to extend the 
sample to those respondents having other cognitive or mobility impairments specific to the 
problem of online accessibility, whereas almost the entirety of the blind and low vision 
community is affected. 
This research uniquely considers the reactions of blind and low vision consumers directly 
affected by online accessibility-related service failures, and also the reactions of non-disabled 
people in their social network who learn of the service failure through direct and indirect 
negative word of mouth (NWOM). In addition, the studies presented in this investigation go 
beyond any previous discrimination-oriented studies featuring African-American consumer’s 
discriminatory marketplace experiences along with the empathic reaction of white observers, or 
any work previously done within the disability literature. Our research contributes to the 
marketing and social science literature through the examination of how and why these 
phenomenon occur by developing and using an empirical scale to measure “consumer 
normalcy,” and how this construct acts to moderate the effect of accessibility-related service 
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failures on avoidance behaviors. This scale is tested and calibrated in multiple populations 
including specific samples of blind and low vision people, African-Americans, and LGBTQ 
communities, as well as using student and other random samples.  Importantly, we additionally 
analyze how various direct and indirect communication methods both online and offline affect 
reactions of those receiving NWOM specifically when the receiver cannot directly share the 
same experience. Word of mouth studies typically take an “apples to apples” approach where the 
experience being relayed to the receiver could equivalently also be shared and experienced 
directly by that same receiver. As part of the NWOM studies, the comparison of resulting 
avoidance behaviors within the various communication methods, and how this effect is mediated 
by trustworthiness in the source of information, delivers an additional demonstration of original 
research. Another notable difference between this research and previous work in discrimination 
or disability studies is that we use avoidance of the retailer as our dependent variable. This 
particular variable carries with it practical managerial implications that show a clear cause and 
effect relationship between a firm’s inaccessible website and continued patronage of the retailer. 
No previous studies have attempted to link accessibility issues to a firm’s ROI in this manner. 
Finally, the conceptualization of substitutional empathy provides a new understanding of how 
and why people receiving NWOM when the experience can’t be shared react the way they do in 
specific conditions. These word of mouth studies are conducted based on the sighted social 
network of the blind and visually impaired, and are replicated in the non-transgender social 
network of the transgender community.  Future research could demonstrate how substitutional 
empathy aids in the explanation of increases in charitable giving, adoption of political views, and 
the strengthening of corporate social responsibility initiatives for more successful outcomes. 
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Of course the theoretical contribution to the marketing discipline is of critical importance, 
but this research by providing a mechanism to help create a more inclusive marketplace for the 
disabled community is clearly a worthwhile pursuit. The overriding practical purpose of this 
investigation is providing an economic motive to show retailers that if their website is 
inaccessible to disabled consumers, they may not only be losing direct sales to these sizeable 
markets, but also losing sales to those people who may empathetically avoid patronage with that 
retailer based on their relationship with a disabled person. Consumer empathy may exponentially 
grow the number of potential lost patrons for the retailer. The ripple effect of this problem could 
be much larger for a retailer considering the number of disabled consumers affected, the number 
of non-disabled people they have in their social networks, and the speed and ease with which 
information now travels digitally. 
Preliminary Test 
To show the widespread nature of this problem in the marketplace, this research begins 
with a preliminary test conducted to evaluate the accessibility of the websites for the top one-
hundred retailers in the United States according to the National Retail Federation (NRF). Each 
website was checked against the globally-accepted accessibility conformance standards set forth 
in the World Wide Web Consortia 2.0 Guidelines – (W3CG 2.0). These guidelines contain forty-
eight items that must be addressed when designing a fully accessible website. Every one of these 
items are categorized into Priority A, AA, and AAA errors if they are not addressed. Priority A 
errors will make it impossible for a person using assistive technology to navigate a website. 
Priority AA errors make it very difficult to navigate the website, and Priority AAA errors would 
be helpful to avoid, but a person using assistive technology would be able to use most features of 
the website.  
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The initial scans were started in the spring of 2015. Rankings from the NRF may have 
changed some from the 2014 annual report; however, the rankings are secondary to the 
demonstration of wide-spread inaccessibility. Two different evaluation software programs were 
used to test the websites, and data on Priority A and AA errors were collected. This data provides 
us with a general and standardized sense of the overall accessibility of these websites. No action 
was taken to examine the performance of different assistive technology software programs, as it 
would be incredibly difficult to consider the countless interactions between the software 
programs and preferential settings, operating systems, and hardware used. There were more 
websites scanned than the one-hundred from the list. The reason for this is that many of the 
retailers were ranked according to their larger corporate name rather than the stores where 
consumers would make purchases. For example, consumers don’t shop at Ascena, L Brands, or 
Gap Inc... They shop at Dress Barn, Victoria Secret, and Old Navy. The results show that an 
exceptionally high percentage of these websites have many critical Priority A and AA errors 
which make it impossible or at least very difficult for a disabled person to navigate the website, 
including the important homepages and transaction landing pages. The results and tables can be 
found in chapter two, along with a much more detailed discussion about online accessibility and 
methodology used to collect the data. 
Introduction to Dissertation Studies 
Once again, the overarching goal of this research is to show how a demographic-related 
service failure leads to avoidance of an offending retailer not just by the directly affected 
consumer, but also the people not sharing that same demographic characteristic in their social 
networks who learn of this service failure. Although we expect our theory and research findings 
to generalize beyond the blind and vision impaired community, an important practical 
application of this research is to highlight the economic benefits of online accessibility by 
7 
 
providing retailers a profit motive to make their websites more accessible. When a retail website 
is first designed and constructed a choice is made whether or not to follow the W3CG 2.0 
guidelines to create an optimally accessible website. It is quite possible that the retailer is 
unaware of accessibility issues for some shoppers as they pertain to the online marketplace. 
Intention is not an important component in the propositions put forth in this research; however, 
the blame attributed to the retailer for not having an accessible website is an important theme that 
continues in many of our presented studies. Findings from previous studies have shown that the 
cost of designing and constructing an accessible website from the beginning costs on average 
only one percent more. Whereas, even though costs have decreased over time, the cost to retrofit 
a website is exponentially more than if the site had been accessibly designed from the start.  
The inaccessibility of the online marketplace might be compared to an individual with a 
disability going to a physical store where the lights are on and people can be heard inside but the 
curtains are drawn, and this individual is turned away as a result of his or her disability. It could 
be imagined in this case that if the word “disability” was substituted with either “woman” or 
“African American,” this scenario would manifestly ring of discrimination. The ADA signed into 
law by George H. Bush in 1990, enacted sweeping reform, filling many gaps in the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, to establish equal rights and access for persons with disabilities. Title 
III of the act specifically addresses access to public spaces, including the retail environment. 
Although the initial process to amend the legislation has begun, recent sweeping staff changes to 
the DOJ along with an uncertain political environment add further skepticism for the expeditious 
passing of this proposed amendment. A further discussion of the current status of the proposed 
amendment, along with the specific provisions it includes, is provided in the second chapter.  
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There have been numerous studies in the marketing literature that focus on the 
marketplace antecedents and post consumption experiences that result in consumer satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction. In addition, examining the diversity of consumers and the unique 
demographic composites they carry with them into the marketplace has been the long-term basis 
for market segmentation strategies. This fundamental evaluation leads to more focused efforts 
for a firm to target those consumers’ characteristics singularly or as a partial composite. As a 
result of this segmentation, a negative consequence can occur where the delineation between 
consumer groups leads to the creation of in-groups and out-groups. This delineation by itself 
does not necessarily carry negative connotations.  However, it becomes negative when 
manifested in differential treatment of these groups based on the presence or absence of this 
singular characteristic or partial composite, particularly when this differential treatment is 
perceived to be unkind or even discriminatory. Crockett, Grier, and Williams (2003, p. 3) have 
defined marketplace discrimination as "differential treatment of customers in the marketplace 
based on perceived group-level traits that produce outcomes favorable to 'in-groups' and 
unfavorable to 'out-groups.'" 
Marketplace discrimination is a subject that has received some attention in the past, but 
few studies have analyzed the internal feelings of those consumers who perceive the 
discrimination or what ramifications are in store for the offending firm. Examining consumers’ 
anti-firm reaction stemming from internal feelings of exclusion based on this differential 
treatment is an important and unique course of study, especially in terms of how this anti-firm 
effect differs from a non-demographically based service failure. Service failures of any kind may 
negatively impact a firm. However, we seek to learn whether a more egregiously perceived 
service failure, such as one based on demographic characteristics, could have a more deleterious 
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effect on the offending firm. There seems little doubt that today's customers have an increased 
sensitivity to diversity than in the past. Understanding the multiple effects of dissatisfaction 
based on marketplace exclusion is expected to add new insights to the study of expectancy 
disconfirmation while helping managers take steps to create a more inclusive marketplace. 
 
Study One – Creating the Consumer Normalcy Scale 
The first part of this research examines how demographic-based service failures differ 
from non-demographic-based service failures, and how these feelings and emotions lead to 
varying degrees of anti-firm behavior. The purpose of Study One is to develop a scale based on 
the concept of “consumer normalcy” first considered in Stacy Menzel Baker’s (2006) work 
appearing in the Journal of Retailing. Through over twenty interviews with blind and vision 
impaired consumers, she concluded that the act of shopping is a fundamental activity that is a 
completely and totally normal part of someone living their daily lives. Taking away a person’s 
ability to shop is in essence a way to deprive them of their normalcy. She found that Consumer 
Normalcy is composed of four dimensions: (1) ability to participate in the marketplace, (2) 
demonstrating competence and control, (3) achieving distinction, and (4) being perceived as an 
equal.  
The Baker article specifically sought to examine the marketplace experiences of the blind 
and vision impaired. Proposed future research expanding the concept to other populations was 
discussed in the article, and the idea to create a scale came from personal conversations with Dr. 
Baker. This important new construct of consumer normalcy can be used as a tool to more fully 
understand the experience of an individual who feels he or she has been discriminated against in 
the marketplace based on demographic characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation/preference, or disability. This construct differs from other concepts such as “status” 
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because “consumer normalcy” is only based on internal feelings of that consumer rather than 
something like status which must be projected externally from others.  
The scale was first tested in a blind and vision impaired population using an electronic 
snowball sampling technique through the local chapters of the Foundation Fighting Blindness 
(FFB) and the National Federation of the Blind (NFB). Each dimension of consumer normalcy 
was measured using four items, totaling sixteen items for the entire scale. A retrospective 
experiential sampling approach was used by having participants briefly describe a recent bad 
shopping experience, and then answer the scale questions. This technique is based on the Critical 
Incident approach, and allows for more emotionally-driven responses because it’s from the 
participant’s own experience rather than a general scenario. The survey software randomly asked 
participants to describe either a recent bad shopping experience, or a bad shopping experience 
which could be attributable specifically to one or more of the shopper’s demographic 
characteristics. Initial validity and reliability measures were positive showing that the scale was 
negatively valance toward the demographic-based service failure condition. 
The scale was next tested in a student population and not only once again showed that the 
scale was negatively valance toward the demographic-based service failure condition, but 
additionally demonstrated significant differences on all four dimensions between the two 
conditions. The majority of demographic-based service failures described situations stemming 
from financial status and age (youth). It was felt that these demographics are mostly temporary, 
and larger, more diverse samples would be necessary. A large sample was taken using Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk (M-Turk), which provided a much more diverse array of demographic-based 
failures such as ethnicity, gender, religion, obesity, age, and sexual preference, as well as 
financial status. A second large sample was again taken using M-Turk in an effort to demonstrate 
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predictive validity for the scale. After discussing this study with other marketing scholars it was 
determined that additional populations should be specifically targeted, as academic journal 
reviewers have recently been requesting that studies use additional populations when projects 
primarily feature samples from university students and M-Turk. It was for this reason, along with 
the pursuit of external validity that two studies using Qualtrics panel samples were conducted. 
The first of these additional tests targeted an African American population, and the second 
targeted the LGBTQ community. These two populations were selected above others because of 
more recent public outcry regarding the mistreatment of these two groups in the popular press, 
and because the narratives collected in the initial M-Turk tests attributed to these demographic 
categories were particularly emotionally driven and compelling. To demonstrate nomilogical 
validity we tested other anti-firm reactions such as NWOM complaining, third-party 
complaining, and avoidance, and found that consumer normalcy moderated this effect only in the 
demographic-based condition. A full recount of all of these tests, including methodologies and 
results are available in chapter three. 
Study Two – Accessibility vs. Non-Accessibility-Related Service Failures 
Although the problem of online accessibility clearly affects more than just the blind and 
vision impaired, this community will remain the focal population for this research. A major 
reason for this focus is that almost every single blind and vision impaired person is impacted in 
some way by this problem. It would be much more difficult for sampling purposes to parcel out 
those individuals with specific mobility impairments for whom this is a problem, and too many 
difficulties would arise within our university’s Internal Review Board (IRB) to include the 
cognitively impaired in this study.  
Using only blind and vision impaired participants, the second study compares the 
differences in avoidance behaviors toward a retailer due to online accessibility-related and non-
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accessibility related service failures. Avoidance, or the complete halting of patronage was 
selected as the dependent variable for each of the following studies because “avoidance” is 
always intentional while both “switching “and” repurchase intention” are not always the 
consumer’s decision. Participants were recruited using an electronic snowball sampling 
technique with the help of the national organizations of the FFB, NFB, Achilles International, 
and American Foundation for the Blind, and the American Council of the Blind. These 
organizations promoted our study through email blasts and postings to their websites, electronic 
newsletters, and social media pages. 
 Participants were given one of ten possible narratives to read prior to answering our 
survey questions. A 2 x 2 x 2 design was used where narratives featured either accessibility-
related or non-accessibility-related online service failures in either high or low effort conditions. 
Previous research in disconfirmed expectations has shown that the amount of effort exerted in a 
failed task leads to higher levels of dissatisfaction. As a practical matter and realistic occurrence 
for this research, accessibility problems can happen at any point in the online shopping 
experience. An example of a low effort accessibility-related condition could be a vision impaired 
customer who may not be able to navigate the homepage thereby essentially ending the shopping 
engagement with that particular retailer. An example of a high effort condition would be if the 
same customer could navigate the site and spent time to fill up their online shopping cart with 
items only to find that the transaction mechanism is not accessible. The other conditions include 
prior patronage vs. no prior patronage. The revenge literature has shown that customers are more 
likely to engage in anti-firm behavior after a service failure in instances where this failure was 
not remedied satisfactorily if the customer in question had previously been a customer with that 
firm than if they had never been a customer previously. As a practical example, a customer may 
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have visited the actual store in the past, but never used the online channel. A more likely 
scenario could be that the previous website was accessible, but has been updated or reconstructed 
to include many new features which are not accessible or render the rest of the site inaccessible. 
These high and low effort and prior patronage and no-prior-patronage online service 
failure conditions are used to elicit feelings of disconfirmed expectations of consumer normalcy. 
Again, consumer normalcy is negatively valance, and should not otherwise be apparent or salient 
to a consumer unless this unconscious expectation is disconfirmed. As demonstrated in a test in 
study one, we expect that consumer normalcy will moderate the effect only in the accessibility-
related service failure conditions leading to higher levels of avoidance toward the retailer. We 
additionally hypothesize that this effect is mediated by the negative emotions of anger and 
frustration. Anger is a negative emotion where blame for a bad situation may be directly 
attributed to a source. For example, a person being angry at an airline for not honoring flight 
reservation due to the airline intentionally overbooking the flight in an effort to maximize 
revenues. On the other hand, frustration occurs when there is no one to blame for the bad 
situation. For example, a flight being cancelled for inclement weather. Many such studies on 
emotion and blame attribution have been conducted to substantiate attribution theory. The 
expectation is that anger will be higher in the accessibility-related condition, and frustration will 
be higher in the non-accessibility-related condition. Finally, we analyze how these avoidance 
behaviors are moderated by prior expectations of online accessibility, feelings of helplessness, 
and living alone versus living with others. This study makes a unique contribution to the 
expectancy disconfirmation literature by examining consumer normalcy as a driving force 
behind why consumers who have experienced demographic-based service failures exhibit the 
anti-firm behaviors they do. In addition, we have the goal of helping to solve a real world 
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practical problem affecting millions of consumers by successfully testing these theoretical 
propositions in online accessibility scenarios using an underserved blind and vision impaired 
population. 
Study Three – NWOM When the Experience Can’t Be Shared 
 In many instances a negative marketplace experience will be shared with others via 
NWOM, and in the current digital environment this could mean that NWOM has an even greater 
ripple effect. Traditionally, word of mouth studies have examined an “apples to apples” 
phenomenon where the experience being shared could also be directly experienced by the person 
receiving the information. For example, consider a bad restaurant experience where the food 
quality was poor and the service was lousy. This is an experience which could be shared by 
everyone. In today’s diverse society strengthened by social media, it is quite probable that the 
NWOM being shared, particularly when stemming from a demographic-based service failure, 
actually could not be directly experienced by a receiver who does not share those same customer 
demographic characteristics. This phenomenon can be explained by using both Intergroup 
Contact Theory and Attribution Theory. Intergroup Contact Theory holds that the more positive 
interactions an in-group has with an out-group, the more positive the in-group’s attitudes will be 
toward the out-group. Attribution Theory is commonly used to explain an individual’s reactions 
to word of mouth based on characteristics of the person relaying the information, and also for 
ascribing blame to the appropriate parties.  
Study Three proposes that anti-firm reactions may still occur from those learning of the 
demographic-based service failure even when they could not directly share that experience, and 
this effect is driven by empathy. Empathy has been substantiated in the marketing and 
psychology literature to be a driving force for a reaction to a negative event. The common 
definition of empathy is an emotional reaction that stems from caring for the well-being of 
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another person, and is composed of four dimensions; (a) perspective taking, (b) empathic 
concern, (c) fantasy elaboration, and (d) personal distress (Davis 1980). Most studies investigate 
the phenomenon in the same traditional way using the same apples to apples approach used in 
word of mouth studies. The four dimensions listed above must be present for empathy to occur, 
but the assumption always exists that this empathic reaction requires the individual to put 
themselves in the shoes of the other person by projecting the elements in three of those 
dimensions onto themselves. Empathic concern is the only dimension which does not require this 
as empathic concern is by definition about concern for others. These previous studies fail to 
recognize that something different is occurring when the experience being relayed could not be 
shared by the receiver. We are not saying that this self-projection does not occur. We are 
suggesting that something else also occurs, and may be quite stronger in many cases. This 
research uniquely examines the reaction to NWOM that can’t be experienced by the receiver. 
Additionally, we develop a new way of looking at the phenomenon of empathic reaction by 
suggesting that a “substitutional empathy” effect actually occurs in conditions when a person 
who can’t directly share the same experience receives this kind of NWOM from a 
source/individual they don’t know. The concept of “substitutional empathy” will be explained in 
greater detail in the upcoming paragraphs. 
To examine how NWOM is received when the receiver could not share the experience 
being relayed, we requested the blind and low vision participants from study two to email the 
survey to normally sighted people in their proximal networks such as family, friends, and 
coworkers. The blind and vision impaired participants also were invited to share the survey link 
via social media. We felt this was a good method to ensure that all non-disabled participants for 
study three actually had a blind or vision impaired person in their social network. Data was 
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collected on the relationship that the non-disabled participant had to a blind person including the 
relationship itself, frequency of contact, years known, and perceived closeness of the 
relationship. These factors are hypothesized to drive the empathetic effects in each of the 
subsequent communication conditions described next.  
Prior to reading the service failure scenario, participants were first asked questions to rate 
themselves on an established empathic anger scale. According to Vitaglioni and Barnett (2003) if 
an individual attributes the cause of a person's suffering to another person (a "transgressor"), then 
the individual may experience anger at that transgressor on behalf of the suffering victim. 
Regarding empathic anger, the empathizer has not been transgressed against; he/she feels anger 
because someone else is suffering. This five item scale measures the extent to which one feels 
angry after learning of the plight of another person, and demonstrates a willingness to help 
others. It is expected that those participants who score higher in empathic anger would be more 
likely to exhibit avoidance behaviors toward an offending retailer to show support for the harmed 
individual in our scenario.  
All of the participants read the same scenario, but there are eight different sources from 
where this story comes. The source for the scenario is randomized by the survey software, and 
participants are asked to imagine that they are learning about the service failure either from 
direct communication where the disabled person is known or unknown to the receiver, or from a 
variety of indirect electronic word of mouth sources where the source is again unknown or 
known to the receiver. Research studies on electronic word of mouth commonly use sources such 
as blogs, social media, user reviews, and E-bulletin boards (King 2014). Trustworthiness in the 
source is also measured. The credibility/trustworthiness in the source of the scenario will mediate 
the effect on avoidance of the retailer. In the conditions where the source of the scenario is 
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known to the receiver, we proffer that the relationship to the disabled consumer, along with the 
frequency of contact and perceived closeness of the relationship with that disabled individual, 
will lead to higher levels of empathy resulting in greater levels of avoidance behavior toward the 
retailer. We propose “substitutional empathy” occurs when person A learns of the plight of 
unknown person B which could not be shared by person A. Person A knows someone who could 
directly share the same plight as unknown person B. Person A then substitutes this known person 
C who could share the experience of unknown person B into the place of unknown person B. By 
substituting someone they personally know into this negative experience, person A’s anti-firm 
reaction will be stronger than in instances where the harmed party is unknown. 
To emphasize and clarify this point for our research, a non-disabled person (person A) 
learns about an accessibility-related service failure from an unknown disabled person (person B), 
which they themselves could not possibly experience because they are not disabled. Instead of 
having the typical four dimensions of empathy internalized to themselves (non-disabled person 
A), the non-disabled (person A) substitutes the four dimensions of empathy onto a known 
disabled person (person C), who could share the experience of the unknown disabled person 
(person B). It is important to note that the four empathy dimensions of perspective taking, 
empathic concern, fantasy elaboration, and personal distress still occur for non-disabled person 
A, but are mostly now projected onto known person C. Again, typical empathy studies only 
examine the phenomenon where person A puts him or herself in the role of person B. In the 
conditions where the source of the scenario is unknown, we predict the existence of 
substitutional empathy, and that substitutional empathy will be stronger than general empathy. 
Finally, we predict that there will not be a difference in avoidance behaviors between conditions 
where the source of the scenario is known or unknown. 
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It is possible that a confound could occur in using disability as the basis for our 
demographic-oriented service failure. Blindness and vision impairment can be caused by an 
accident or by a disease. Those non-disabled participants receiving our survey may be more 
aware of diseases causing blindness, have hereditary concerns, or may just feel there is a 
probability that they could go blind in the future. We asked participants to rate the likelihood that 
they feel they may become blind in the future, and predict that substitutional empathy would be 
lower if participants answered that they felt there was a high likelihood. It was for this reason we 
chose to conduct a replication study in the transgender community. A person is essentially born 
transgender. It is not hereditary, nor could it happen to an individual driving a car on their 
commute home from work. This survey was distributed by transgender people in the community 
who shared the study with other transgender people with the understanding that the survey was 
to be taken by non-transgender people in their social network. A similar question was asked 
about the likelihood of the participant engaging in gender switching behaviors, and as expected 
there were almost no affirmative answers. 
We conducted two additional tests where instead of examining a population we were 
certain had relationships with a blind or vision impaired person, we were interested in 
investigating the differences in reactions between proximal, distal, or nonexistent relationships. 
To accomplish this we collected a large sample of responses from M-Turk. There was a 
difference in participant compensation from the first two studies. In the first two studies 
participants were asked to select a blindness advocacy organization (first study) and Transgender 
advocacy organization (second study) to receive a donation. Participants for the following two 
studies were paid directly through the M-Turk system for their time spent taking our survey. 
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Aside from this change to the bottom of the survey, none of the questions on the survey changed, 
nor was any part of the survey design manipulated. 
Once again, participants answered the questions for empathic anger prior to reading the 
accessibility-related service failure scenario. The first question following the scenario asks if the 
participant knows someone who is blind or vision impaired. If they select “No” the survey drops 
them into the general empathy question block. Substitutional empathy would only exist when the 
participant actually knows someone to substitute, so this is the reason those questions would be 
skipped. If the participant answers “Yes” to knowing a blind or vision impaired person, they are 
asked questions about that relationship. More distal relationship options were made available in 
both previous studies. They were just not selected in those studies. Participants who answered 
affirmatively to knowing a blind person were also asked if the person in the scenario was 
someone who was supposed to be known or unknown to the participant. If “known” was selected 
then the participant would drop down into the general empathy question block. The concept of 
substitutional empathy as proposed in this initial research does not make sense if the scenario is 
coming from the blind person they are already supposed to know as there would then be no 
person to substitute. It is true that an individual could know more than one blind person, but to 
test this goes beyond the scope of our research. Future research could also include an approach to 
measure a direct substitutional empathy effect where the phenomenon is examined in conditions 
where the source of the scenario is known. 
The obvious conclusion for this study is that those individuals with more proximal 
relationships along with greater perceived closeness of the relationship will exhibit increased 
levels of empathy leading to higher avoidance of a retailer than participants with non-existent 
relationships. Participants with non-existent relationships who were asked to imagine that the 
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negative service experience happened to someone they know will have higher levels of empathy 
than those participants who have no relationship who were asked to imagine that the negative 
experience happened to a stranger, and this difference will result in increased avoidance 
behaviors toward a retailer. This effect can be explained by Imagined Intergroup Contact Theory.  
There is an offshoot of Intergroup Contact Theory called Imagined Intergroup Contact 
Theory. Intergroup Contact Theory supposes that there is actual contact between members of the 
in-group and out-group. Multiple studies have concluded that the positive attitude of the in-group 
toward the out-group can be achieved when the positive interaction is only imagined. There are 
many organizations that use “personas” as a means to train employees. The whole concept is to 
introduce a fictitious member of an out-group and show the members of an in-group that the 
interaction could be positive. It is for this reason that we hypothesize that participants with no 
relationship to a blind person will exhibit higher levels of empathy and subsequent avoidance 
behaviors in the scenario source conditions where the source is imagined to be known to the 
participant than in the conditions where the source is unknown. We also hypothesize that there 
will be no difference in avoidance behaviors between conditions where the source is known or 
unknown when the participant has a personal relationship to a blind person.  
 
Discussion of Online Accessibility and Disabled Consumers 
Simply illuminating the problem of online accessibility may not be enough to provoke a 
systematic change in retailers’ attitudes and actions toward disabled consumers as a market 
segment, even though this growing market could be made viable through accessible website 
design. However, a legislative change to the ADA to include websites in Title III would take an 
act of Congress, and this is not likely to happen anytime in the near future. There have been over 
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240 lawsuits about the accessibility of websites for disabled users. These suits usually end in 
nominal settlements, or decisions that leave both retailers and disabled consumers confused 
about their rights and responsibilities. This research proposes to carry out a previously untried 
method to provoke the necessary change. By exhibiting the importance of online accessibility to 
retailers who may experience a direct negative economic impact from either unintentionally or 
intentionally closing their online channel to such a large segment of the population, the right 
chord may finally be struck to influence opinions and actions.     
People living in the United States with a disability are estimated to be over fifty-eight 
million or roughly nineteen percent of the total population (www.census.gov). This staggering 
figure includes a wide variety of disabilities encompassing sensory, mobility, and cognitive 
impairments at varying levels of severity, which may be visible or invisible to others. These 
individuals are all consumers regardless of their level of disability, even if the severity of the 
malady has prohibited their cognitive ability to recognize this concept. Membership in disabled 
consumer groups is not restricted by gender, ethnicity, geography, financial status, sexual 
orientation or preference, and is always taking in new members at a rate in line with population 
growth, as well as the aging of the population. Generally speaking, with the continued societal 
push for a more inclusive marketplace, combined with the ease, reach, and speed at which 
information now travels, retailers simply cannot afford to ignore or overlook any market segment 
or empathetic allies of those belonging to that segment, resulting from the closure of any 
shopping channel..  
It is difficult and unfair to paint with a singular brush such a large population as people 
with disabilities, however, the stigma of disability brings with it unavoidable truths upheld 
within the parameters of economic and educational statistics. It is true that when compared to the 
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general non-disabled population, the disabled population on average earn less, have higher rates 
of unemployment, are not as well educated, and therefore have diminished resources to 
positively impact the economy when directly compared with other segments (Davis 2006; 
Siebers 2008). The Lesbian, Gay, Bi-sexual, and Transgender (LGBT) market segment, as an 
example of another group facing potentially discriminatory marketplace practices, is half as large 
as the disabled market segment, but has over twice the spending power (Ro and Olson 2014). 
Whether or not the issue of online accessibility was discussed or considered during a retailer’s 
website design process is not reported, especially since priorities such as expedited completion 
deadlines and cost considerations typically are given the highest priorities. Managers cited 
factors such as the negligibility of the market segment, uncertainty how to make content 
accessible, lack of awareness, and web designers lack of awareness or push to prioritize 
accessibility (Childers and Kaufman-Scarborough 2009; Jaeger 2014). According to a study done 
by Loiacono and Djamasbi (2013), the key factors for the level of accessibility of a company’s 
website are the number of IT professionals employed by the firm, the level of accessibility 
testing performed, and whether the company is mandated to have an accessible website. 
However, marketing managers need to know that developing and constructing a website that 
meets globally accepted standards for accessible design costs, on average, only one percent 
more. The benefit of the doubt should be given to retailers in assuming that the inaccessibility of 
their websites was not done intentionally to segregate, embarrass, discount, or discriminate 
against any group of consumers. Understandably, the cost to retrofit a website is considerable, 
and the benefit of doing so will be weighed against the potential value of the market segment, or 
negative press and litigation costs from potential lawsuits. Again, this research hopes to show 
that an inaccessible website will cause a retailer to not only lose the disabled market, but also 
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those non-disabled patrons who will empathetically avoid the retailer based on NWOM from 
disabled people in their social network. 
As is the case with non-disabled consumers, the disabled possess multiple demographics, 
psychographics, and specific characteristics which can be primed within the marketplace to 
influence purchase behavior. The differences caused as a result of disability are made salient 
when the accessibility of the marketplace is disabling rather than enabling, which may then have 
a priming effect targeting only the individual’s disability and not any other characteristics that 
made them potential customers in the first place. Qualitative studies have shown that 
dissatisfaction occurs when there is a negative interaction between the store environment and a 
person’s disability, which then creates a feeling of unwelcome in that environment. Similar to 
other negative shopping experiences occurring as a result of disconfirmed expectations from any 
point in the shopping process, accessibility-related service failures also can cause a negative 
response such as complaining, NWOM, and avoidance. Countless studies over the past five 
decades have substantiated the notion that NWOM occurs after a negative service experience, 
and this information is shared with both an individual’s proximal and distal network.  Avoidance, 
or the complete or partial halting of patronage, is of primary importance to this research because 
this behavior has a direct and immediate deleterious effect on a retailer while benefitting any 
competitors who may provide a more enabling shopping environment. This impact could hold 
even greater consequence within the online marketplace where switching costs to the consumers 
are much lower due to the ease of information search and abundance of alternative retailers 
available in this channel.        
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Heterogeneity of the Blind and Vision Impaired Population 
Within the total number of disabled people in this country, online accessibility is a 
problem affecting an estimated thirty million people. The crux of the issue comes from the 
ability to navigate a website without the use of a mouse, or other such point and click devices. 
Individuals with certain mobility issues such as severe arthritis, paralysis and amputees, or 
cognitive impairments prohibiting sustained focus, are all negatively impacted by faulty website 
design. The blind and vision impaired are perhaps the most homogenous of the disabled 
community affected by this problem as most use screen-reading technology that synthesizes text 
to speech in order to use a computer(Childers and Kaufman-Scarborough 2009; Kaufman-
Scarborough and Childers 2009). It is for this reason that the focus of this research is primarily 
within the blind and vision impaired community, and most advocacy, lawsuits, and efforts 
toward legislative changes have been directed through such organizations as the National 
Federation of the Blind (NFB), American Council of the Blind (ACB), the American Foundation 
for the Blind (AFB), and Access Now. It is expected that the findings from this work within the 
blind and vision impaired community could be generalizable to any disabled group affected by 
the problem of online accessibility. Moreover, perhaps further generalizations could be made to 
accessibility-related service failures in general, as well as any service failure perceived by the 
consumer to be attributable to any of his or her demographic characteristics. 
As reported by the Foundation Fighting Blindness (2016), over eleven million Americans 
of varying age and races are blind or going blind due to a degenerative retinal disease. There are 
currently more than seven million people in the United States over 65 years of age who are 
visually impaired due to age-related eye diseases (AFB, 2016). In 2011, the most senior end of 
the baby-boomer generation turned 65 years of age thereby reclassifying them as seniors. This 
marked the beginning of the well-documented senior population boom where by the year 2030 
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the number of people over the age of 65 will double to 83 million. This number represents almost 
25% of the population (O’Brien 2010). Medical experts and health officials predict rates of 
vision loss and severe visual impairments of this group will double in direct correlation to the 
growth or doubling of this segment of the population (AFB, 2016b). According to a study 
conducted by the National Eye Institute, approximately one in twenty-eight people older than 40 
years of age will become affected by blindness and low vision (NEI, 2016). 
Like any disabled sub-group, the blind and vision impaired are a heterogeneous mixture 
where the group can be further segmented by the spectrum of usable vision an individual 
possesses, the cause of the impairment, and the age of the afflicted individual. A common 
assumption is made that if an individual exhibits known characteristics of being blind, i.e. using 
a cane, then he or she is unable to see anything. In actuality, there are numerous causes for 
blindness and vision impairment and high variability in the number of individuals in this group 
who are completely or mostly blind. Many conditions exist where usable vision deteriorates over 
time, and those in transition may or may not ever go completely blind. Individuals with vision 
loss usually have some usable vision which is commonly referred to as “low vision.” Low vision 
is a problem which affects two different groups of people.  The first group consists of individuals 
with degenerative retinal diseases such as Retinitis Pigmentosa, Usher Syndrome, Stargartd’s 
Disease, and Macular Degeneration (Foundation Fighting Blindness [FFB], 2016a). The second 
group of individuals are seniors (65 years and older) who have age-related eye diseases (AREDs) 
such as Glaucoma, Age-related Macular Degeneration, Diabetic Retinopathy, and Cataracts 
(National Eye Institute [NEI], 2016b). Examples of low vision symptoms include central vision 
loss, peripheral vision loss, overall blurring, clouding of images, sensitivity to light, decreased 
contrast, and spotty field of vision (American Foundation for the Blind [AFB], 2016a). 
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Much scientific work is being done with regard to potential cures by completely halting, 
and in some cases, reversing the progression of both degenerative eye diseases and AREDs 
(FFB, 2016c).  Some research has been done in the area of acuity in reading in various contrast 
colors which has shown people over 50 years of age start having difficulty and see certain 
contrasts quite poorly (Alexander, Derlacki, Fishman, & Peachey, 1991). Research is also being 
conducted in Presbyopia and vision changes in people over 40 years of age.  Presbyopia 
generally is believed to stem from a gradual thickening and loss of flexibility of the natural lens 
inside the eye.  Presbyopia occurs in all people; however, the extent or severity differs.  Common 
symptoms are blurred vision when reading which causes people to hold at arm’s length whatever 
it is they are reading to see it more clearly (Lee & Bailey 2010). Much research has been done 
relating to senior citizens eyesight and their quality of life (Ryan, et al., 2003). Ethical concerns 
regarding how people with disability are perceived in the workplace and how this may have an 
effect on customers is an area of particular interest in the field of human resources (Huddleston 
& Sands, 1995). 
People with disabilities usually require more information, and must make more decisions 
to overcome barriers prior to their participation in the marketplace (Baker et al. 2001; Darcy 
2010). Individuals use a multitude of marketing channels to fulfill their shopping needs by 
typically selecting a channel which is most convenient for them at the particular time those needs 
and motivations arise (Montoya-Weiss et al. 2003). The act of shopping and participating in the 
physical marketplace is among the most stressful and anxiety producing exercises for the 
disabled (Balabanis et al. 2012; Markowitz 2006; Ryan et al. 2003). The level of this anxiety is 
contingent upon the level or severity of the disability in question, as well as the support 
mechanism in place for these individuals (Baker et al. 2001; Zaborowski 1997). Although it is 
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felt by professionals working in therapy and rehabilitation for the disabled that shopping in a 
physical environment is a healthy and necessary act for acclamation into society, in many 
instances it is much more convenient for the disabled market segment to participate in the 
marketplace via the internet from the comfort of their homes (Kaufman-Scarborough and 
Childers 2009). In fact, disabled people spend on average twice as much time online as non-
disabled individuals (Bundrick et al. 2006; Peters and Bradbard 2007; Puhetmair 2004; Thatcher 
et al. 2002). 
The World Health Organization agrees that the term “impairment” means an abnormality 
in the structure of the functioning of the body whether through disease or trauma.  Moreover, 
they define a “disability” as restriction in the ability to perform tasks, and the term “handicap” is 
viewed as a social disadvantage which can result from both an impairment and/or disability 
(www.who.int/topics/disabilities/en/).  Research examining the disabled in society and the 
marketplace has produced two very different theories; the Medical Model and the Social Model.   
The Medical Model of disability analyzes the cause of the disability, and how that disability can 
be overcome by the individual to participate normally in society (Baker and Kaufman-
Scarborough 2001; Kaufman‐Scarborough and Menzel Baker 2005).  For example, a visually 
impaired person learning how to use screen reading software, or having a normally sighted 
companion assist them in their efforts would fit the Medical Model.  The Social Model of 
disability focuses on whether or not the environment enables or disables an individual based on 
design and provision of accessibility accommodating factors (Buhalis and Michopoulou 2011; 
Burchardt* 2004; Terzi 2004).  For example, a website designed to function with screen reading 
technology or braille menus in a restaurant, follows the Social Model.  For the purposes of this 
research both theories are combined as the disabled consumer must learn to participate in the 
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online marketplace through training and practice using screen reading or other technologies, and 
e-commerce websites must be designed to accommodate the use of such technologies.  Most 
legislation regarding the disabled resulted from the Social Model (Baker et al. 1999; Reedy 
1993).  Although the Medical Model also plays an important role because the availability or 
utility of certain accommodations is only useful if the disabled individual is self-practiced in 
using such accommodations.  For example, having Braille buttons on an elevator is only 
worthwhile if the person knows Braille (Kleege 2006). 
Disability in the Marketing Literature 
Considering the number of disabled consumers, and the important role a disability can 
play in terms of consumer behavior, it is surprising so few studies regarding disabled consumers 
have appeared in our marketing literature. To illustrate the lack of attention to this content we 
conducted a brief audit to learn how many academic articles pertaining to disable consumers 
have appeared in our thirty highest impact marketing journals as rated by the Association of 
Business Schools (ABS). The Web of Science research tool was employed to search for the 
keywords “disability” and “accessibility,” including iterations of these words for each one of the 
selected journals. The software lists any articles where the keywords appear either in the title or 
abstract. To get the most accurate count, if the nature of the piece was not made obvious by the 
title of the article, the abstract was read to ensure that the keywords were used in the appropriate 
context of a disabled person. As the ADA was first passed in 1990, only publications from 1990 
forward were explored providing a twenty-six year historical view. The following table of results 
shows the journal, year of publications, number of articles featuring the keywords used in the 
appropriate context, and the total number of articles from that journal. It is important to note this 
is not an exhaustive search through the entirety of academic literature within the marketing 
discipline, and more articles may exist. The objective of this audit is to show how underserved 
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this population is in our literature, and the order of appearance or proposed ranking of the 
journals is not of primary substance. Furthermore, this ranking is according to only one source,  
 
Table 1.1 Results from Marketing Literature Audit 
     
Journal Name Publication Years Articles Total Percent 
Journal of Marketing    0 918 0.0% 
Journal of Consumer Research   0 1,357 0.0% 
Journal of Marketing Research   0 1,228 0.0% 
Journal Academy Marketing Science   0 681 0.0% 
Journal of Consumer Psychology   0 704 0.0% 
Marketing Science    0 1,011 0.0% 
International Journal of Research 
Marketing    0 532 0.0% 
Journal of Retailing 2006, 2000, 1999 3 665 0.5% 
European Journal of Marketing   0 797 0.0% 
Industrial Marketing Management   0 1,931 0.0% 
International Marketing Review   0 463 0.0% 
Journal of Advertising  1996 1 753 0.1% 
Journal of Advertising Research   0 1,074 0.0% 
Journal of Interactive Marketing    0 189 0.0% 
Journal of International Marketing   0 416 0.0% 
Journal of Business Research 2016, 2014, 2009, 2006  5 3,684 0.1% 
Journal of Public Policy Marketing   2009, 2003, 2001, 1995 6 630 1.0% 
Harvard Business Review    0 2,402 0.0% 
Sloan Management Review  1992 1 314 0.3% 
Marketing Letters   0 469 0.0% 
Marketing Theory   0 195 0.0% 
Psychology and Marketing   0 1,131 0.0% 
Advances in Consumer Research 1999, 1996 2 1,882 0.1% 
Electronic Markets   0 147 0.0% 
Journal of Services Marketing 2007, 1996 2 331 0.6% 
International Journal of Market Research 2005 1 525 0.2% 
Journal of Consumer Affairs  2012, 2008, 2005 4 532 0.8% 
Journal of Consumer Behavior   0 258 0.0% 
Business Horizons   2014 2 556 0.4% 
California Management Review    0 736 0.0% 
 TOTAL 27 26511 0.00102 
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Chapter Two: Evaluating The Accessibility Of The Online Marketplace 
 
Introduction 
 
The American’s With Disabilities Act (ADA) was signed into law by President George 
H. Bush with the intention of establishing fair and equitable treatment of persons with disabilities 
in all aspects of life. This legislation mirrored the protections of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
prohibits discriminatory practices based upon disability while additionally repairing some 
shortcomings of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (White 2000; www.ada.gov). The most important 
component of the ADA laws for marketers revolves around Title III which “prohibits the. 
Imposition of 'eligibility criteria' that prevent people with disabilities from participating in the 
full and equal enjoyment of the goods, services, privileges, and advantages of any public place 
unless the criteria are necessary for provision of the goods and services offered” (Reedy 1993; 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and U.S. Department of Justice 1991, pp, 111-41). 
At the time this legislation was written and summarily passed, the Internet did not exist in its 
current capacity, and the importance and ubiquitous nature of this medium could not have been 
reasonably foreseen by the lawmakers.  
There have been many lawsuits filed on this issue, and most cases end in settlement 
agreements. The Department of Justice (DOJ) first considered commercial websites to fall under 
Title III of the ADA in 2003, which was thought to be a victory on behalf of accessibility 
advocates. Since that time no guidelines, standards, or directions have been adopted meaning 
there is no specific rule to follow, so lawsuits continue to be filed. Cyndi Rowland, director of 
the nationally-renown organization WebAIM (Web Accessibility In Mind), likens this to 
businesses receiving speeding tickets on a highway that has no speed limit (webaim.org). This is 
an inaccurate interpretation because the mere lack of prescribed standards does not grant carte 
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blanche to those businesses who act unreasonably under the general principles which outline the 
goals of the ADA. The goals for equality in employment as well as consumer experience within 
the physical marketplace written in the ADA would be operationally known by both marketers 
and managers, therefore it is illogical and frustrating how such knowledge would not be 
transferred to any subsequent marketing channel. This may be why courts continually agree to 
hear cases involving accessibility issues with commercial websites. 
In 1998, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was amended to add section 508 which declares 
that all U.S Government websites, U.S. Government contractors, and any organization receiving 
federal funding must make their websites accessible. This new law went into effect in April 
2001, however, specific standard guidelines for accessibility were not adopted by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) until December 2004 (www.webaim.org). The production and 
adoption of the Section 508 guidelines were, of course, very positive steps in creating a more 
accessible internet for use by the disabled community, at least as far as government-affiliated 
websites were concerned. In fact, many studies have shown government websites are continually 
improving in terms of their accessibility, but commercial websites remain a problem and have 
decreased in accessibility over time. This decrease may in-part be due to the added complexity of 
these websites including so many different visual and interactive features. However, many 
government websites face these same complexity challenges, yet continually rate better in 
overall accessibility while offering the same or similar features (Hackett et al. 2005; Hanson and 
Richards 2013; Jaeger 2004; Jaeger 2014; Jaeger 2015; Lazar and Jaeger 2011; Olalere and 
Lazar 2011). 
To show the widespread nature of this problem in the marketplace, this chapter is 
dedicated to the explanation and description of a preliminary test conducted to evaluate the 
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accessibility of the websites for the top one-hundred retailers in the United States according to 
the National Retail Federation (NRF). Each website was checked against the globally-accepted 
accessibility conformance standards set forth in the World Wide Web Consortia 2.0 Guidelines – 
(W3CG 2.0). These guidelines contain forty-eight items that must be addressed when designing a 
fully accessible website. Every one of these items is categorized into Priority A, AA, and AAA 
errors if they are not addressed. Priority A errors make it impossible for a person using assistive 
technology to navigate a website. Priority AA errors make it very difficult to navigate the 
website, and Priority AAA errors include challenging impediments, but a person using assistive 
technology would be able to use most features of the website.  
The initial scans began in the spring of 2015. The NRF rankings may have changed from 
the 2014 annual report as a result of mergers, adverse economic conditions, and firm’s going out 
of business; however, the majority of retailers from 2014 still remain on the current list. Two 
different evaluation software programs were used to test the websites, and data on Priority A and 
AA errors were collected. This data provides us with a general and standardized sense of the 
overall accessibility of these websites. No action was taken to examine the performance of 
different assistive technology software programs, as it would be incredibly difficult to consider 
the countless interactions between the software programs and preferential settings, operating 
systems, and hardware employed. There were more websites scanned than the one-hundred from 
the initial list. The reason for this is that many of the retailers were ranked according to their 
larger overall corporate name rather than the individual store name where consumers would 
make their purchases. For example, consumers don’t shop at Ascena, L Brands, or Gap Inc. ... 
but at Dress Barn, Victoria Secret, and Old Navy. The results show that an exceptionally high 
percentage of these websites have many critical Priority A and AA errors which make it 
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impossible or at least very difficult for a disabled person to navigate their websites, including the 
important homepages and transaction landing pages. The results and tables can be found in this 
chapter, along with a much more detailed discussion about online accessibility and methodology 
used to collect the data. 
 
Litigation History and Amendment Discussion 
At this point, the key problem remains that a commercial website does not fall fully under 
the jurisdiction of Title III of the ADA because no clear amendment has been adopted including 
specific guidelines and compliance timelines, and 508 compliance is only for government 
websites. As the following discussion will show, the courts have been active on this issue, but 
actual legal decisions are rare. The first case brought to court was Access Now vs. Southwest 
Airlines. Although Southwest Airlines was publicly chastised by the judge for not having an 
accessible website, it was interpreted that Title III of the ADA requires a physical structure or 
environment as a nexus for the website to be applicable. This case was denied an appeal based 
upon the actual merits of the legal argument. It was decided that website accessibility is an 
important issue to resolve, but this case was not the one to do it (Blanck and Sandler 2000). The 
first case to have a plaintiff verdict was Carparts Distribution Center, Inc. vs. Automotive 
Wholesaler’s Association of New England, Inc., where the argument stemmed from health 
insurance provider services being offered online which were inaccessible.  The court found that 
Title III was applicable beyond physical structures here as public accommodation applies to 
travel services, and many travel services do not require the customer to enter into a physical 
structure. Additionally, many other businesses conduct their regular transactions over the phone, 
mail, or Internet, whereas the customers presence at a physical store or office is not necessary 
thereby making Title III applicable to their businesses as well (Blanck and Sandler 2000; Peters 
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and Bradbard 2007). The National Federation of the Blind (NFB) filed suit against America 
Online in 1999, and this brought much attention to the issue. America Online settled the case and 
made the functions on the website accessible. Due to the settlement of this case prior to a verdict 
being reached, no legal precedent was set. The NFB filed a lawsuit against Target Corporation in 
2007. This case was settled and Target agreed to make its website accessible. The judge in this 
case said that the ADA should apply to commercial websites, but no further action was taken 
because the case settled. Again, the NFB filed suit against Penn State University for mandating 
their students use Google products which were inaccessible to blind students. The accessibility of 
the online environment for schools and universities is covered under different portions of the 
ADA than Title III, but it was believed that putting a titan like Google in the spotlight would 
have a ripple effect throughout the technology industry. This case too settled and Penn State 
ceased that practice while Google made most of their products accessible.  
There have been over two-hundred-forty cases filed since Access Now v. Southwest 
Airlines ranging from small businesses to recent complaints filed against Major League Baseball 
and the National Basketball Association. Earlier this year the Wall Street Journal reported on a 
recent spike in lawsuits regarding this issue. Most of these lawsuits were filed from a law firm in 
Pittsburgh, purportedly settling most of these cases for nominal amounts. It is unclear whether 
these small suits help move the issue into greater prominence, or show retailers they can make 
this problem go away for settlements around $70,000 (www.wsj.com).  From the evaluations 
conducted in this preliminary test, it would appear many of the companies who had been 
involved in such litigations have yet to make accessibility-related changes to their websites. Karl 
Groves is a website accessibility consultant whose company’s website provides a comprehensive 
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list of website accessibility-related litigation and settlements including summaries of the cases, 
and can be accessed by visiting www.karlgroves.com. 
  The enforcement agency of the ADA through the Department of Justice’s Civil Rights 
Division issued a notice of proposed rulemaking to corporations in July of 2010 that website 
accessibility within the commercial realm was going to be reexamined, and a special meeting 
was to be arranged to discuss specific details and standards. It was reiterated that commercial 
websites were in fact places of public accommodation therefore making Title III of the ADA 
applicable. The problem which failed to be resolved, however, was the suggestion of specific 
guidelines for a website to be considered accessible. It was essentially assumed that these 
commercial websites would “self-govern” and create an accessible environment. The transcripts 
from these meetings have been made available through the ADA’s website.  
In the past, the mixed findings of court cases had left  both the disabled public and 
retailers confused about their rights and responsibilities (Kelly et al. 2005; Parmanto and Hackett 
2011).  After the hearings held in 2010 and results of more recent court cases, sellers must now 
provide alternate methods such as help lines or email for customers to gain the information they 
seek if the website is not accessible. This has created its own set of difficulties because finding 
the information regarding these alternative options is primarily done on the website, so begins 
the vicious cycle. Until such time that the specific guidelines for an accessible website are 
defined as part of the ADA, it is not against the law for the actual commercial site to be 
inaccessible as long as there is an alternative service offered. Notwithstanding the 
aforementioned problem, this is an option for customers, however, the question of the 
importance of independence and actions against exclusionary practices remain. 
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After much prodding from the disabled community, the DOJ put forth a Supplemental 
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rule Making in July 2016. This notice includes the adoption of 
the W3CG 2.0 guidelines, which would then provide retailers specific and explicit instruction as 
to what is expected. The four public hearings were scheduled for October and November of 
2016. This document includes a thorough discussion about the accessibility of the online 
environment, and how this is a critical supplement for maintaining the intent of the ADA. 
Additionally, the document argues that making the proposed changes to websites is no longer 
expensive nor should it create any undue burden on behalf of the web designer. It is unclear what 
the future will hold in terms of what specific language would be included in the amendment, or 
how soon any formal legislation would be brought before Congress. Almost of equal importance 
should be the consideration regarding the length of time for compliance implementation. It was 
over five years between the times Section 508 guidelines were set until the departmental 
implementation compliance deadline. Tackling commercial websites is an even larger task. This 
in combination with both recent sweeping personnel changes at the DOJ along with the 
contentious atmosphere surrounding Congress, make it unlikely that the disabled community 
could realize the benefit of such legislation any time soon. Again, this is why our research 
proposes an economic motive for retailers to make their websites accessible rather than waiting 
for legislation to catch up with public sentiment. 
Disability and The Online Marketplace 
 As previously mentioned, the disabled population of almost fifty-eight million citizens in 
the U.S. is composed of those people who live with vision, hearing, cognitive, or ambulatory 
impairments. Of this total number, it is estimated that around thirty million of these people 
would be affected by online accessibility (Childers and Kaufman-Scarborough 2009). The World 
Health Organization (WHO) defines impairment as “any loss or abnormality of psychological, 
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physiological, or anatomical structure or function of the body.” Likewise, a disability is “any 
restriction or lack of ability (resulting from an impairment) to perform an activity in the manner 
or within the range considered normal for a human being.” Finally, a handicap is a “disadvantage 
for a given individual, resulting from an impairment or a disability that limits or prevents the 
fulfilment of a role that is normal for that individual" (www.who.org). When referring to an 
individual, the term “disabled” is preferred over both “impaired” and particularly "handicapped,” 
as this latter term comes from a time when a disabled beggar may have held his or her hat out to 
collect donations from passersby (Oliver 1996). 
 When contextualizing the experience of the disabled in the public environment there are 
generally two competing theories describing how this experience should be addressed. They are 
referred to as the Social Model and the Medical Model of Disability. The Medical Model carries 
the point-of-view that the disabled must learn to adapt to their surrounding environment (Siebers 
2008). On the contrary, the Social Model proposes that it is the environment which must adapt to 
accommodate the disabled. The Social Model presents the basis for most accessibility-oriented 
legislation and is widely credited to the paraplegia British scholar Michael Oliver (Burchardt* 
2004; Packer et al. 2007; Terzi 2004). Interestingly, in the case of the accessibility of the online 
environment a hybrid of both models must be advanced. When a disabled person uses assistive 
technologies to navigate this environment, he or she must first learn how it functions, personalize 
this functionality to meet their specific needs, and practice using the technology until a level of 
proficiency is reached, which advances the Medical Model. A website, however, must be 
designed in such a way that text is available to be synthesized into speech, and the website can 
be navigated without the use of a point-and-click device, which advances the Social Model. 
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 As a result of medical advancements people are living longer, and those over sixty-five 
years old classified as seniors have a much higher likelihood of becoming disabled in such a way 
as to either necessitate the use of assistive technology, or benefit from universal accessible 
design when navigating the online environment (Newell and Gregor 2002). Seniors represent the 
fastest growing demographic of internet users (Mills et al. 2008). For the past twenty years the 
internet has pervasively been inserted into all aspects of both peoples’ work lives and social 
lives, and it could be surmised that an individual’s reliance on the internet to stay connected 
would not diminish as they progress from middle-age to becoming senior citizens. This point is 
particularly salient based on the well-documented aging of the baby-boomer generation. 
Without considering age or work status, the disabled spend almost twice as much time 
online as the non-disabled (Burnett and Paul 1996; Kaufman-Scarborough and Childers 2009). 
The online marketplace holds a promise of independence unlike shopping in a physical store 
where reliance on others is typically necessary for those with disabilities (Ritchie and Blanck 
2003). The act of navigating the physical marketplace, along with participating in the act of 
shopping is among the most stressful and anxiety provoking activities for the disabled (Alma et 
al. 2012; Langelaan et al. 2007; Mason and Pavia 2006; Swaine et al. 2014). This assertion is 
exemplified in a variety of qualitative studies examining the marketplace experiences of the 
disabled, for example (Baker 2006; Baker et al. 2007; Baker and Kaufman-Scarborough 2001; 
Baker et al. 1999; Baker et al. 2002; Baker et al. 2001)     
Burnett’s (1996) study of the disabled in the physical marketplace showed sixty-six 
percent of disabled respondents shopped with family and friends. Twenty-eight percent shopped 
with an attendant, and six percent shopped alone. Often these decisions were correlated with the 
severity of the respondent’s disability. In the same study, comparison between disabled and non-
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disabled shoppers showed that shopping efficiency, convenience, sales personnel, and store 
environment were more important to the disabled shopper (Burnett and Paul 1996). In a similar 
study Kaufmann-Scarborough (2000) found overall store access, availability of accommodative 
equipment, mobility in store settings, customer information and display accessibility, 
merchandise trial-ability, customer service access, transaction access, and store personnel 
interaction are linked to a disabled customer’s feeling of convenience and propensity toward 
store loyalty. In Baker (2007) the feeling of “welcome” for disabled customers was found to be 
comprised of the physical environment, selection of items, personnel, and other customers in the 
environment. A negative interaction between a customer’s disability and any one of the four 
factors would lead to an unsatisfactory experience, and therefore any subsequent anti-firm 
behavior. 
Website Accessibility 
Based on the number of disabled consumers, not just in the U.S., but world-wide, it is not 
surprising that there is global agreement suggesting information and communication technology 
is a valuable tool for people with disabilities, and much work is being done in several areas to 
integrate improving technology to meet the needs of these consumers (Stendal 2012). Of the 
resources available for practitioners and scholars to learn about technology-based accessibility 
solutions, the two most commonly used are WebAIM, and the World Wide Web Consortium 
(W3C). Founded in 1999 at Utah State University’s Center for Persons With Disabilities, 
WebAIM is a non-profit organization providing training and solutions for those interested in 
website accessibility. The W3C is an international community comprised of full-time staff, 
participating member organizations, and the public who collaborate to develop website 
accessibility standards. The first set of World-Wide-Web Consortium Guidelines (W3CG 1.0) 
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was published in 1999. A new set of guidelines, the W3CG 2.0, were introduced in 2009, and 
represent the standard to be adopted when the ADA is amended. 
The following paragraphs offer a brief overview and description of some of the more 
common barriers a blind or low vision consumer may confront within an inaccessible retail 
website. Many barriers exist, but it would not be worthwhile to go into depth on all of these 
issues. Additionally, many of these issues are complex, particularly to readers who may have 
little or no experience in website design or architecture, and therefore engaging in such 
discussions and descriptions goes too far outside the scope of a marketing context. Any person 
seeking a more in-depth discussion about technical specifications or suggestions, definitions, and 
specific accessible design solutions is encouraged to visit both the websites for the W3C and 
WebAIM. 
The W3C has developed four overriding principles to consider when developing content 
for the web, and they fit into the acronym POUR. The following description of these principles 
are directly from their website. 
• Perceivable: Available to the senses (vision and hearing primarily) either through the 
browser or through assistive technologies (e.g. screen readers, screen enlargers, etc.) 
• Operable: Users can interact with all controls and interactive elements using either the 
mouse, keyboard, or an assistive device. 
• Understandable: Content is clear and limits confusion and ambiguity. 
• Robust: A wide range of technologies (including old and new user agents and assistive 
technologies) can access the content. 
The most common problem on retail websites is neglecting to provide alternative text (ALT-text) 
for any pictures, images, graphics, logos, and action buttons or controls. Examples of action 
buttons could include “Add to Cart” or “Check-out” buttons, and controls could be “Play” or 
“Pause” on a video. This ALT-text supplies a textual description of an item, and the vividness of 
this description can help vision impaired shoppers know they are selecting the correct item. 
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Assistive technologies are programmed to recognize this text. Descriptions of items should be 
helpful and include details. For example, “Shirt” is not particularly helpful, but “short-sleeve 
polo shirt, four-button, Egyptian cotton” provides better information for a consumer to make a 
decision. ALT-text was at the center of the NFB vs. Target Corp. lawsuit. Target’s website had 
no ALT-text, so instead of the screen-reader reading “Hoover Wind-Tunnel Vacuum Cleaner “it 
would only recognize the item number, e.g., J25423641654. 
 The structure of the page is also very important. This includes the use of appropriate 
headers so the content of the page can be surmised quickly. This means that vision impaired 
shoppers should be able to tab through headers to find the information they seek. This includes 
the manner in which lists or menu options are presented. For example, Yahoo.com is structured 
poorly because it could take hundreds of tabs to find a link toward the bottom of the page. Every 
link on a page should be labeled appropriately so, if read on its own, users know where they are 
being taken. Simply labeling a link as “click here” is insufficient. 
 Filling out forms online is common not only for the purpose of completing transactions, 
but also to sign-up for memberships and promotions, contacting customer service, participating 
in user-generated content, taking part in customer surveys, or other information gathering 
activities. Any potential form element including text fields, check-boxes, radial buttons, and 
drop-down lists should be labeled. The user should be able to tab forward and backward, and be 
given notice and redirection if any required item is missed. With the proliferation of online 
malfeasance the use of captchas (box of scrambled letters and numbers to prove a user is not a 
robot) is often necessary. Either an audio option or textual question (usually a simple math 
problem using words rather than numerical characters), must be provided as an alternative 
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because vision impaired shoppers would be unable to complete the captcha exercise 
independently. 
 There are more items for web designers and retail firm administrators to consider, but 
further discussion of these items will take us too far afield from the present research. A list of the 
W3CG 2.0 guidelines is widely available online. Again, any person seeking more information is 
encouraged to visit www.webaim.org, and www.w3c.org. 
Methodology 
 The retailers who were subject to accessibility evaluations came from the 2014 list of the 
top one-hundred retailers in the U.S. as determined by the National Retail Federation. This list 
provides a variety of different product segments in the business to consumer domain, and 
includes clothing, home goods, grocery, hardware, drug stores, consumer technology, appliances, 
and national restaurant chains, just to name a few. In many cases it was necessary to evaluate 
more than just the company listed by the NRF because a number of these corporate entities were 
not actually the stores (websites) where consumers would shop. As explained earlier, consumers 
don’t shop at the overall corporate entity like TJX.com, but at Marshall’s and TJ Maxx. 
Understandably, information provided in the data tables does not represent an exhaustive list of 
each company’s retail outlets.  
The scans were started in the spring of 2015. The year over year rankings may have 
changed somewhat, but the actual rankings of the retailers is not of primary importance to this 
research. Two of the retailers on the 2014 list merged to form one company, and another has 
gone out of business since the publishing of the initial list. Office Depot and Office Max are now 
one company, and A & P grocery stores are out of business. 
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 There are many different evaluation software programs available, and most of these 
programs have the capability to evaluate a website based on Section 508, W3CG 1.0, and W3CG 
2.0 guidelines. Only the W3CG 2.0 standards were evaluated for this research because at the 
time these evaluations were about to take place, the push from advocacy organizations was to 
adopt the W3CG 2.0 standards for the ADA over the Section 508 standards. Various software 
packages can pinpoint the exact accessibility-design problem and location for web developers to 
fix. As our goal was to report the errors as opposed to fixing them, software chosen for this 
research was selected because it was also specifically designed to quantify the number of errors 
into their respective categories. In their work evaluating the Forbes 250 Enterprises, Gonçalves 
et al (2013) recommended the Sort-Site Evaluation tool used in our research because it quantified 
the issues and divided them into their Priority A, AA, and AAA categories. No other tool offered 
this functionality at the time this information was being sought.  
Sort-Site allows for evaluation of one page at a time, a group of pages, or the entire site 
(depending on the size of the website. Data was collected on the number of Priority A and AA 
errors on the homepage, the transaction landing page, and the first twenty pages scanned that 
show a Priority A or AA error. The dashboard report gives the total number of pages with 
Priority A or AA errors against the total number of pages scanned. The software developer 
Powermapper commented that it would simply take the scans too long to run to be practical if 
these errors continued to be quantified for a scan of an entire site, especially a large one. One 
scan of an entire website can take anywhere from fifteen minutes to over twenty-four hours 
depending on the size of the website and number of pages and errors the software needs to 
catalogue. Most users don’t need this level of detailed information and it was not gathered for 
this research.  
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Data for each scan was exported into Microsoft Excel and compiled into the tables. Most 
of these scans were able to run without incident; however, there were a few websites that have 
additional security protocols in place to prevent their websites from being scanned. This is done 
in an effort to protect the information on its site from hackers or those who wish to steal personal 
information of users or otherwise defraud the organization in some way. When the software was 
unable to scan the entire website, we were still able to collect data on the homepage and 
transaction landing pages. Some of the websites that were able to be scanned completely had 
protections in place against scanning only the transaction landing page. In these cases the WAVE 
accessibility tool developed by WebAIM was employed. This tool scans only one page at a time, 
and consolidates Priority A and AA errors into one number. This is not ideal for the purposes of 
our research, but it was felt that showing this number was the best option available.  
 
 
Table 2.1 Sortsite and WAVE evaluation of top 100 retailers in the U.S. (NFR) 
 
 Wave 
NAME TOTAL H A H AA 
(AAA) 
T A T AA 
(AAA) 
1ST 20 
A 
1ST 20 
AA 
(AAA) 
2014 Sales Transaction 
page errors 
(A+AA) 
Wal-Mart 2806/4745 6 0(2) 
  
427 52(62) $334,302,000 11 
Kroger 37/221 10 0(3) 10 0(1) 213 20(48) $93,598,000 
 
Costco 5480/22420 6 2(1) 
  
280 45(71) $74,740,000 2 
Target 9822/14089 6 1(1) 3 0(0) 302 69(47) $71,279,000 
 
The Home 
Depot 
10501/22325 11 0(2) 
  
474 61(84) $69,951,000 16 
Walgreens 4741/6793 3 0(1) 6 0(0) 467 89(122) $68,068,000 
 
CVS 
Caremark 
16288/16539 9 0(1) 7 0(0) 441 108(83) $65,618,000 
 
Lowe's 7898/22338 10 1(1) 
  
481 70(85) $52,210,000 7 
Amazon.com 12990/16514 10 3(0) 
  
778 146(160) $43,962,000 10 
Safeway 505/1602 9 1(2) 3 1(1) 347 28(65) $37,534,000 
 
McDonald's 566/1526 10 0(1) 
  
289 40(73) $35,856,000 
 
Best Buy 8612/14528 9 1(1) 
  
590 67(113) $35,766,000 12 
Publix 2991/6302 6 0(1) 9 1(1) 317 35(62) $28,917,000 
 
Macy's 99/2862 9 1(2) 12 0(1) 328 49(62) $27,868,000 
 
Apple Stores  11764/22033 6 0(1) 
  
436 68(72) $26,648,000 5 
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Table 2.1 Continued 
Sears Holdings 5326/11749 3 0(1) 
  
266 27(41) $26,614,000 
 
_Sears 5682/8930 4 1(3) 11 0(3) 405 53(76) 
  
_Kmart 3729/5615 2 1(1) 9 0(1) 392 57(81) 
  
Ahold USA / 
Royal Ahold 
2929/3854 4 0(1) 
  
260 20(65) $26,118,000 
 
_Peapod 761/1869 11 0(1) 
  
418 100(95) 
 
51 
_Giant 1441/2963 6 0(1) 
  
224 8(59) 
 
11 
Rite Aid 15581/16510 8 0(2) 7 0(1) 252 31(52) $25,526,000 
 
TJX 187/1130 8 0(1) 
  
227 2(67) $20,923,000 
 
_TJ Maxx 3803/22493 9 1(1) 
  
188 52(45) 
 
1 
_Marshalls 47/417 14 1(2) 
  
250 23(66) 
 
22 
Home Goods 3539/7883 12 1(1) 
  
396 83(65) 
 
16 
H-E-B 4493/7597 9 0(2) 
  
500 55(100) $19,683,000 19 
Albertsons 1687/4972 7 1(1) 
  
305 26(76) $19,452,000 16 
Kohl's 1408/2522 11 3(3) 
  
397 73(85) $19,031,000 37 
Delhaize 
America 
3274/5769 8 0(3) 
  
498 89(107) $18,817,000 
 
_Food Lion 436/1277 7 2(3) 
  
191 28(52) 
 
35 
YUM! Brands 672/1340 4 0(2) 
  
376 21(81) $18,144,000 
 
_Pizza Hut 43/316 11 2(2) 11 0(2) 263 42(48) 
  
_Taco Bell 996/3013 8 0(1) 7 0(1) 309 56(83) 
  
_KFC 52/201 4 1(1) 
      
Dollar General 7116/10408 10 1(1) 
  
384 24(64) $17,504,000 5 
Meijer 4994/6711 9 0(1) 
  
286 26(50) $16,620,000 13 
True Value 6128/9186 9 1(3) 
  
435 62(92) $16,330,000 8 
Wakefern / 
Shoprite 
60/211 4 0(0) 
  
61 5(29) $14,100,000 23 
BJ's 
Wholesale 
Club 
10372/14492 12 0(2) 
  
354 30(100) $12,965,000 3 
Gap Inc 991/5835 7 0(2) 
  
357 23(79) 
  
_Gap 6670/12705 11 4(1) 
  
564 104(82) $12,872,000 22 
_Banana 
Republic  
5428/10920 18 5(1) 
  
514 73(62) 
 
24 
_Old Navy 544/2719 14 4(0) 
  
377 71(70) 
 
18 
_Athleta 9877/14905 16 4(1) 
  
518 36(60) 
 
22 
Subway 254/1098 14 1(2) 
  
335 40(52) $12,861,000 18 
Whole Foods 
Market 
3084/6342 13 3(2) 
  
476 86(99) $12,491,000 19 
Nordstrom 16480/16483 7 0(2) 
  
312 53(60) $12,366,000 12 
J.C. Penney 168/203 9 1(3) 
  
290 38(83) $11,789,000 40 
7-Eleven 588/2075 14 2(1) 
  
276 43(42) $11,625,000 
 
Bed Bath & 
Beyond 
4533/4630 10 3(2) 
  
387 61(90) $11,319,000 11 
Supervalue 99/426 5 1(2) 
  
145 15(49) $10,967,000 
 
Aldi 4735/10516 5 0(0) 
  
161 80(42) $10,898,000 
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Table 2.1 Continued 
Ace Hardware 4696/5920 14 1(1) 
  
404 20(66) $10,605,000 1 
Family Dollar 
Stores 
447/3080 7 0(2) 
  
382 42(81) $10,391,000 
 
Ross Stores 74/494 6 0(2) 
  
169 11(50) $10,221,000 91 
Starbucks 1150/3312 7 0(0) 
  
379 40(53) $9,631,000 11 
L Brands 288/902 5 0(1) 
  
272 16(62) $9,349,000 
 
_Victoria's 
Secret 
8520/18920 8 1(1) 
  
256 23(85) 
 
23 
_Bath & Body 
Works 
4668/5883 1 0(1) 
  
172 27(89) 
 
0 
_La Senza 9531/12486 10 0(1) 
  
284 35(46) 
 
9 
_Henri Bendel 6304/18514 8 0(2) 
  
337 22(51) 
 
0 
Bi-Lo 580/1637 11 2(1) 
  
469 61(88) $9,087,000 
 
Wendy's 411/1904 10 1(1) 
  
263 32(42) $9,083,000 
 
Menard 1257/1353 12 0(1) 
  
495 7(80) $8,892,000 17 
Staples 8714/14890 11 0(1) 
  
483 75(83) $8,883,000 24 
Army Air 
Force 
Exchange 
2741/22483 9 0(2) 
  
331 30(61) $8,640,000 
 
Burger King 434/1612 7 0(1) 
  
275 33(100) $8,509,000 10 
Trader Joe's 3978/6510 4 0(0) 
  
297 52(81) $8,350,000 
 
AT&T 
Wireless 
       
$8,347,000 25 
Verizon 
Wireless 
       
$8,096,000 31 
Darden 
Restaurants 
1274/3601 7 0(2) 
  
360 39(76) $7,967,000 
 
_Olive Garden 2379/3394 14 2(1) 
  
323 63(34) 
 
13 
_Longhorn 
Steakhouse 
1185/1989 12 2(1) 
  
278 35(48) 
 
6 
_Bahama 
Breeze 
281/1045 8 1(1) 
  
358 20(87) 
 
19 
_Capital Grill 438/2425 5 0(1) 
     
5 
Dollar Tree 6115/9481 7 0(1) 
  
402 66(82) $7,670,000 25 
Hy-Vee 4342/7575 10 0(2) 
  
535 93(102) $7,629,000 29 
AutoZone 14087/22217 9 0(1) 
  
385 79(68) $7,584,000 14 
Toys "R" Us 6925/22475 12 0(1) 
  
517 45(83) $7,525,000 5 
Health Mart 
Systems 
61/1188 7 0(0) 
  
173 15(15) $7,430,000 
 
Good 
Neighbor 
Pharmacy 
200/871 8 0(1) 
  
230 28(77) $7,271,000 
 
Dunkin' 
Brands 
310/1113 6 0(1) 
  
224 8(58) $7,256,000 
 
_Dunkin 
Donuts 
2032/5754 13 1(2) 
  
523 70(66) 
 
50 
_Baskin 
Robins 
259/1418 12 1(2) 
  
309 32(45) 
 
96 
Office Depot 
 
11 2(2) 
  
425 67(77) $7,022,000 26 
Wegmans 
Food Markets 
       
$6,999,000 4 
DineEquity 13/45 3 0(1) 
  
34 6(12) $6,974,000 
 
_Applebees 422/1612 9 0(1) 
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Table 2.1 Continued 
_IHOP 397/1206 11 0(2) 10 0(2) 334 17(64) 
  
Giant Eagle 6364/10383 7 2(2) 
  
459 64(122) $6,940,000 23 
O'Reilly 
Automotive 
9129/14829 13 3(4) 
  
394 88(80) $6,649,000 28 
Advance Auto 
Parts 
3596/7576 13 1(3) 
  
452 33(89) $6,443,000 33 
Dillard's 3343/3854 9 0(1) 
  
344 28(70) $6,439,000 13 
Sherwin 
Williams 
       
$6,223,000 
 
Dick's 
Sporting 
Goods 
14135/15246 12 0(2) 
  
457 40(61) $6,212,000 11 
GameStop 12221/15789 10 2(2) 
  
424 104(100) $6,108,000 29 
Barnes & 
Noble 
16716/16821 12 2(1) 
  
459 75(100) $6,082,000 20 
PetSmart 10927/18379 7 0(2) 
  
343 53(80) $5,298,000 1 
QVC 9708/9781 9 2(3) 
  
459 52(81) $5,844,000 22 
A&P 8398/9182 7 0(1) 
  
323 31(64) $5,831,000 2 
WinCo Foods 1640/3019 8 0(1) 
  
282 25(63) $5,212,000 4 
Chik-fil-A 1643/6979 6 0(2) 
  
315 36(82) $5,191,000 4 
Tractor 
Supply Co. 
7647/11495 9 2(3) 
  
432 72(100) $5,165,000 13 
Big Lots 9035/13590 8 1(2) 
  
452 44(99) $5,107,000 
 
Defense 
Commissary 
Agency 
       
$5,015,000 25 
Save Mart 24/297 7 0(3) 
  
108 4(25) $4,889,000 16 
Foot Locker 17299/22383 9 2(2) 
  
284 54(75) $4,769,000 72 
Alimentation 
Couche-Tard 
Apr-33 6 0(2) 
  
3 6(2) $4,755,000 
 
Harris Teeter 
Supermkts. 
1770/3525 13 2(2) 
  
89 26(8) $4,710,000 23 
Ascena Retail 
Group 
26/141 6 0(2) 
  
140 7(29) $4,665,000 
 
_Dress Barn 6806/19324 11 0(3) 
  
361 21(96) 
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_Justice Stores 12737/17087 5 3(2) 
  
307 70(65) 
 
12 
_Lane Bryant 6308/14075 11 1(1) 
  
317 64(79) 
 
7 
OfficeMax 1084/19699 
      
$4,652,000 26 
Neiman 
Marcus 
6488/9209 9 1(3) 
  
408 37(66) $4,648,000 1 
Burlington 
Coat Factory 
12557/13230 13 2(3) 
  
314 61(90) $4,402,000 4 
IKEA North 
America 
10535/22294 11 0(2) 
  
585 41(94) $4,370,000 21 
Williams-
Sonoma 
16051/16278 10 1(1) 
  
441 42(107) $4,163,000 2 
Michaels 
Stores 
15413/18166 7 2(1) 
  
324 3(42) $4,132,000 10 
Dell 9678/17892 5 0(1) 
  
563 83(126) $4,106,000 46 
Bloomin' 
Brands 
47/199 7 0(2) 
  
201 2(43) $4,084,000 
 
_Bonefish 
Grill 
511/1308 10 2(1) 
  
227 41(49) 
 
98 
_Carrabbas 612/1310 9 1(2) 
  
230 26(48) 
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Table 2.1 Continued  
_Outback 
Steakhouse 
2113/3822 7 1(2) 
  
309 41(92) 
 
96 
Belk 
 
7 0(1) 
    
$4,038,000 20 
Roundy's 
Supermarkets 
  
      
$3,946,000 
 
Sonic 17/77 7 1(1) 
  
10 5(14) $3,882,000 
 
Stater Bros. 
Holdings 
272/698 1 1(1) 
  
144 12(86) $3,860,000 
 
Price Chopper 
Supermrkts. 
1889/4982 9 0(1) 
  
287 52(46) $3,784,000 32 
Brinker 
International 
71/336 5 0(1) 
  
236 11(85) $3,746,000 
 
_Chilis 14/105 6 0(2) 
  
60 1(18) 
 
2 
_Maggianos 447/1134 7 0(1) 
  
146 9(63) 
 
1 
Signet 
Jewelers 
2549/5805 4 0(3) 
  
244 9(78) $3,647,000 
 
_Kay Jewelers  6369/21062 15 2(2) 
  
483 84(66) 
 
27 
_Zales 9878/10068 13 2(1) 
  
408 23(62) 
 
2 
Ingles Markets 1038/2476 6 1(1) 
  
507 26(140) $3,600,000 9 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 Results show that the vast majority of retailers evaluated have numerous accessibility-
related design flaws throughout their websites. This information provides a clear indication that 
the accessibility of the online environment is not a priority for retailers. According to O’Keefe’s 
(1993 p.45) work, “Persons with disabilities are often excluded from the economic and social 
mainstream as a result of attitudinal, architectural, communications, and policy barriers." 
However, there is no doubt the ADA has helped tremendously to diminish barriers in the 
physical marketplace for disabled consumers. Retailers are legally obliged to pay greater 
attention and be prepared for the special needs of both disabled consumers and employees, but 
this does not mean retailers intentionally target this group or view it as a viable market segment 
(Burnett 1996). Even if retailers do not view the creation of a fully accessible online experience 
as a win-win CSR initiative by exhibiting inclusive business practices while cultivating loyalty 
from an otherwise overlooked and underserved market segment, they should recognize that the 
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criteria expressed by the W3C would actually improve navigation efficiency, usability, and 
functionality for all shoppers on their websites (Peters and Bradbard 2007). 
 Previous arguments, both for and against making physical places accessible, have used 
the terms “reasonable access” and “undue burden” as specified by the ADA to express the firm’s 
obligations (Baker and Kaufman-Scarborough 2001). The same terms are used in arguments for 
businesses to provide accessible content on the web (Parmanto and Hackett 2011). Without 
specific guidelines and definitions formally adopted as part of the ADA, the offering of 
“alternative delivery arrangements” for services has been acceptable under the law as long as 
those services are viewed as equivalent. It is hard to argue that a 1-800 number, or any other 
alternative delivery arrangement could be equivalent to the robust features, offerings, 
functionality, convenience, and independence in using the website. Even in instances when a text 
only website has been made available as an equivalent, these sites fail to offer the same dynamic 
features, functionality, and access to the same updated information available on the original 
website (Wentz et al. 2011).  
A recent announcement by the DOJ shows that changes to the law are on the horizon, and 
that these changes do not impose an “undue burden” as the costs to make these changes have 
gone down considerably. Perhaps this is attributable to the fact that the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics predict “website developers” to be one of the fastest growing professions over the next 
ten years, and 140,000 new jobs in this category are expected over that same timeframe 
(www.bls.gov). According to a study done by Loiacono and Djamasbi (2013), the key factors for 
the level of accessibility of a company’s website are the number of IT professionals employed by 
the firm, the level of accessibility testing performed, and whether the company is mandated to 
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have an accessible website. Well, the good news is that companies will soon be mandated, and 
there will be a healthy supply of IT professionals in the workforce. 
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Chapter Three: Development of the Consumer Normalcy Scale 
 
Introduction 
 
 Here in the United States the magnificent diversity of our culture is something 
theoretically celebrated by the republic, and legislative steps have been taken through both the 
Civil Rights Act (1964) and Americans With Disabilities Act (1990) (ADA) to ensure equal 
rights and privileges for all citizens. This is at least the legal foundation for how citizens are 
supposed to treat one another. Even so, people are often treated differentially or excluded from 
participating in everyday normal activities based on demographic characteristics. Every person at 
some point in his or her life has been made to feel as though he or she was not wanted or 
welcomed as part of a group. These feelings could come from instances as basic as being 
excluded from a game of freeze tag or not being invited to a party. They could also stem from 
something deeper and more complicated such as an inaccessible restaurant entrance for a 
wheelchair user, or being followed around a store and pestered simply as a result of being 
African-American. In today’s society one would think overt discrimination such as separate 
water fountains was a thing of the past; however, the controversial “Bathroom Bill” passed in 
North Carolina displays, in the view of many, to be a similar sentiment toward the transgender 
community. After being law for over a year, this bill was reversed only as a result of public 
outrage and an adverse economic impact on the state of over three billion dollars. Clearly more 
work needs to be done to provide an accepting and inclusive environment for all who wish to be 
participants in normal society. As shopping and being a consumer is part of this societal fabric, 
so too must the marketplace be made accepting and inclusive for those who would engage in the 
commonplace activity of shopping. 
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Negative service experiences in the marketplace occur for a variety of reasons, and the resulting 
dissatisfaction leading to adverse consequences for the organization has been a popular course of 
study in marketing for decades. Although a number of disciplines have given much attention to 
the study of discrimination and differential treatment in both the marketplace and workplace, 
empirical examination of a consumer’s feelings following a demographic-based service failure in 
the marketplace or any subsequent consequences for the organization are quite rare. This 
research focuses on these internal feelings as they pertain to experiences in the marketplace, and 
how service failures perceived by the consumer to be attributable to one’s demographic 
characteristics heighten these feelings and exacerbate anti-firm behaviors. To accomplish this 
goal, we first develop an empirical scale for “Consumer Normalcy” based on Baker’s (2006) 
work... By testing and calibrating the scale in a number of different populations, we show how 
the general construct of Consumer Normalcy becomes most salient in a demographic-based 
service failure condition when compared to a non-demographic-based service failure condition. 
Finally, we show how Consumer Normalcy serves as a moderator for the effect on the anti-firm 
behaviors of negative word of mouth (NWOM) and avoidance of the firm primarily in the 
demographic-based service failure condition. Unlike other tools proposed in the past,  this new 
instrument will provide a mechanism for scholars to gain a deeper understanding of exactly what 
internal consumer-based feelings of social and self-acceptance are being disconfirmed following 
a demographic-based service failure. 
Consumer Normalcy 
According to Baker (2006, p.82), “Consumer normalcy reflects how identity is constructed and 
maintained in part through shopping and is defined as a desire to live like other consumers, be 
accepted as other consumers are, and be acceptable to one’s self in consumption contexts.” 
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Through her in-depth interviews with over twenty blind and low vision participants regarding 
their marketplace experiences, common themes emerged such as barriers to participation, 
independence vs. dependence, treatment unlike that of typical customers including issues of 
competency and respect, maintaining control over one’s own experience, self-respect and 
distinction, and feelings of acceptance and welcome. The focus of Consumer Normalcy was 
brought to light from the analysis of these interviews and the construct was conceptualized in 
four specific dimensions. These dimensions include (1) participating in the marketplace, (2) 
achieving distinction through the marketplace, (3) demonstrating competence and control, and 
(4) being perceived as an equal in the marketplace. The four dimensions do not have to be 
assessed equivalently by the consumer, and each violation or disconfirmed expectation is context 
dependent. 
 
 
Figure 3.1: Conceptual Model of Consumer Normalcy  
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Participating in the marketplace – I am here 
Achieving distinction through the marketplace – I am me 
Demonstrating competence and control – I am in control 
Being perceived as an equal in the marketplace – I belong 
 The act of “shopping” consisting of shopping, purchasing, and consumption experiences 
is a part of everyday life (Tauber 1972). People go shopping regularly to fulfill both hedonic and 
utilitarian motives, and the nature of achieving these shopping-related goals does not have to be 
mutually exclusive in the study of marketplace experiences (Dawson et al. 1990). The goals and 
motives for a person to shop do not change as a result of using the online marketplace as most 
products and services available in physical stores are now also available for purchase in the 
online channel (Childers et al. 2001). What a person buys and where a person chooses to shop is 
an important part of both their self-identity as well as their public persona (Belk 1988). To shop 
is to be human, and to deprive a person of their ability to shop is to essentially rob them of their 
normalcy (Baker 2006).  
Shoppers carry many expectations with them into the marketplace, and perhaps the 
foremost of these ideas is that they are expected and wanted as customers (Baker et al. 2001; 
Crockett et al. 2003). A servicescape provides many cues to customers allowing for quality 
assessments, and this can greatly impact the overall feeling of the service encounter being 
favorable or unfavorable (Bitner 1990; Bitner et al. 1990). According to Baker, Holland, and 
Kaufman-Scarborough (2007), in a servicescape the feeling of “welcome” is derived by (1) the 
service personnel, (2) store environmental factors, (3) other customers, and (4) the assortment of 
goods and services. This feeling or expectation is disconfirmed whenever there is a negative 
interaction between a person’s demographic characteristics and any one of these factors. It is not 
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uncommon for customers to believe that often the causes for delivery of unsatisfactory service is 
related to demographic differences between themselves and the service provider (Chung-Herrera 
et al. 2010). Service failures are already negative events, and these experiences can be made even 
worse when customers belonging to a traditionally stigmatized group feel as though the failure 
was purposeful due to their demographic characteristics (Baker and Meyer 2012; Baker et al. 
2008; Crossley 2009). Even if recovery efforts were to occur following a transgression of this 
nature, a higher stigma consciousness on the part of the consumer may result in negative 
evaluations of such efforts  (Ro and Olson 2014). Negative emotions felt by consumers manifest 
into actual anti-firm behaviors as a result of marketplace environmental factors and cues 
provided through the service-scape (Bitner 1992; Tronvoll 2011; Westbrook 1981). The angrier a 
customer is following an unremedied service failure, the more likely he or she is to engage in 
anti-firm behaviors (Bougie et al. 2003; Laros and Steenkamp 2005). Service failures of a 
particularly egregious nature create longer-lasting feelings of anger toward the organization, and 
often result in avoidance and revengeful vindictive NWOM (Aquino et al. 2006; Gelbrich 2010; 
Grégoire et al. 2009). 
Shoppers are a composite of observable and unobservable demographics and 
psychographics, and the ability for marketers to target specific characteristics or groups of 
characteristics with pinpoint accuracy is the basis for target marketing strategies. Likewise for 
demographic-based service failures, the context dependency for what specific demographic 
characteristic or characteristics are the target of prejudice or discrimination are usually clear and 
obvious to the consumer, but may be opaque when multiple stigmatization elements are apparent 
simultaneously (Shakespeare 1996). For example, it may be difficult for an African-American 
woman in a wheelchair who feels as though she is receiving poor service at a store to pinpoint 
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which characteristic or characteristics are at fault. She just knows that she is not being treated the 
same as other customers in the store. Crocker and Major (1989, p.6) propose “attributional 
ambiguity” explains how minorities will attribute negative interactions to discrimination as a 
self-protective function, resulting in higher self-esteem.  This is important to the concept of 
consumer normalcy because these kinds of service failures can be attributable to disability, 
ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation/preference, gender, financial status, age, or obesity, and 
none of these are mutually exclusive characteristics. Part of prejudice and discrimination is 
stereotyping and reducing the entirety of who someone is as a person by one group level trait, 
oftentimes characterized only by physical characteristics (Moreau 2010). Consumer Normalcy 
does not propose that an assault on any one characteristic is more or less painful than another. 
Instead, it proposes that these feelings are common and can be shared across them. 
Crockett, Grier, and Williams (2003) p.1 have defined marketplace discrimination as 
"differential treatment of customers in the marketplace based on perceived group-level traits that 
produce outcomes favorable to 'in-groups' and unfavorable to 'out-groups.'” The prejudicial 
thoughts causing the rejection of a minority group are often accompanied by feelings of anxiety, 
hostility, anger, resentment, distaste, and disgust (Thornicroft et al. 2007). It is not uncommon 
for people working in the service industry to possess lower levels of education, and a lower level 
of education results in a higher likelihood to discriminate (Walsh 2009). Additionally, Walsh 
(2009) discovered female employees were less likely to engage in behaviors that would be 
considered discriminatory, older employees were more likely to discriminate as were those with 
a higher level of job stress, and those employees having higher levels of job satisfaction were 
less likely to discriminate. Reasons behind causes for prejudice leading to discriminatory 
behaviors by service providers is undoubtedly an important course of study, and workplace 
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diversity training and counseling may very well aid in the amelioration of future conflict. Our 
research, however, is only interested in the consumer’s perspective whereas the employee’s 
perspective or that of any other witness is irrelevant. There are a plethora of theories and 
research into the causes of racism and prejudice see Fisk (2000) and Duckitt (1992) for a 
historical accounting, and Moreau (2010) for a more modern perspective. 
Many consumers have experienced a demographic-based service failure and would not 
normally be categorized as part of a “vulnerable” population. “Consumer Vulnerability,” not 
unlike violations of “Consumer Normalcy” or discrimination itself, appears to be context 
dependent, and is not typically made conscious to the consumer unless a negative interaction 
occurs between self-identity and marketplace factors. Baker, Gentry, and Rittenburg (2005, p. 
134) define “Consumer Vulnerability” as “a state of powerlessness that arises from an imbalance 
in marketplace interactions or from the consumption of marketing messages and products. It 
occurs when control is not in an individual's hands, creating a dependence on external factors 
(e.g., marketers) to create fairness in the marketplace. The actual vulnerability arises from the 
interaction of individual states, individual characteristics, and external conditions within a 
context where consumption goals may be hindered and the experience affects personal and social 
perceptions of self.” Previous marketing literature has substantiated that most consumers do not 
complain following a service failure, and this is also the case for those considered to be 
vulnerable consumers (Andreasen and Manning 1990; Chebat et al. 2005). 
By the rationality from the conceptualization of Consumer Vulnerability, it is the 
marketplace which creates consumer vulnerability, and consumer normalcy is also granted or 
denied by a similar process from marketplace-dependent factors. Although similar in nature, key 
differences between these two concepts exist as vulnerable populations are commonly 
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represented by marginalized citizens considered in many ways to be powerless and in need of 
protection. Consumer Normalcy, on the other hand, includes those considered “vulnerable,” but 
additionally can affect any citizen presented with a clash of person place incongruity.  At first it 
may appear as though consumer normalcy is essentially the same thing as “status,” but this is 
also not the case. A person’s status is contingent on the contextual reference group such as either 
friends or the general public, and can be determined at both the individual and group level. 
Additionally, “status” must include the specific variables for which one’s status is considered. 
For example, specific status can be derived through wealth, intellectual and physical prowess, 
among many other variables (Bettencourt et al. 2001; Grier and Deshpandé 2001; Hyman 1942). 
The study of “status” whether in a discrimination context or elsewhere plays a key role in Social 
Identity Theory (Tajfel 1974; Tajfel and Turner 1979). The fundamental difference between 
“status” and “consumer normalcy” is that “status” is considered internally but mostly externally, 
and “consumer normalcy” although affected by the external environment is entirely an internal 
process. 
Other instruments to measure feelings following a demographic-based service failure 
have been proposed in the past; however, these typically only involve items measuring whether 
or not the service failure was perceived to be discriminatory in nature, and not which specific 
internal feelings of self were violated or disconfirmed during the experience. For example, Baker 
and Meyer (2012) developed an instrument measuring transaction specific attributions of 
discrimination (TSAD Scale) to assess whether an experience was discriminatory in nature, and 
how this would act to moderate repurchase intentions. Similarly, Klinner and Walsh (2013) 
developed the perceived customer discrimination scale (PCD) measuring a consumer’s general 
proneness to differential treatment in the marketplace from perceived discrimination. Other 
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research in perceived discrimination including work by Crockett et al. (2003) highlight coping 
behaviors following a discriminatory transgression, and include reactions such as seeking 
immediate redress for grievances through formal complaints at both the store and corporate level, 
calling public attention to the issue, and NWOM behaviors. Additionally, Baker et al. (2008) 
found that higher remuneration was necessary to assuage such transgressions, and that the 
presence of other black people in the establishment will lead to less severity of negative 
emotions and behaviors. Most research in this area takes a qualitative approach thereby creating 
some difficulty in generalizing such findings to other contexts across populations.  
A number of symbols are available to consumers to determine whether or not the place 
identity of an establishment, which is a congruity between a consumer’s self-identity and a 
consumption setting, is welcoming or should be avoided (Rosenbaum and Montoya 2007). 
Sometimes these symbols are obvious.  For example, a retailer targeting teens who dims the store 
lights and plays very loud music to keep older patrons away, or when a store’s affluent nature is 
made clearly evident by the items sold, dress of store personnel and the look of other patrons in 
the store. As mentioned previously, the diversity of the population, inter-relationships with 
others not sharing the same demographic characteristics, and the simple nature of making 
purchases for other people either as gifts or for more utilitarian purposes means that symbols will 
be ignored from time to time, and people will end up in a consumption setting which does not 
match their self-identity. Although not specifically examined in this research, some participant’s 
narratives included descriptions of demographic-based instances where the consumer whose self-
identity was normally affluent was not treated as such due to their casual or otherwise unkempt 
appearance while shopping at a higher end retailer. These respondents seemed surprised and 
dismayed at the occurrence of such a thing, and this aside illustrates that violations of consumer 
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normalcy can happen to anyone. Baker and Meyer (2012) advised that discrimination regularly 
goes beyond ethnicity and could occur with any group or individual. 
The theoretical basis of Consumer Normalcy is comprised of Expectancy 
Disconfirmation Theory, Justice Theory, and Attribution Theory. Consumer Normalcy is an 
expectation in the marketplace, albeit an unconscious one, which can be disconfirmed by 
marketplace factors. Determinations of an experience to be satisfactory or unsatisfactory are 
primarily based on the gap between what was expected and the perceptions of what was actually 
delivered. Expectancy Disconfirmation Theory and associated theories such as Contrast, and 
Assimilation-Contrast derived from Cognitive Dissonance Theory provide explanations for the 
study of this gap (Anderson 1973; Oliver 1977; Westbrook and Reilly 1983). Additionally, not 
unlike other work in reactions to service failures, the study of reactions to discriminatory events 
also relies heavily on Justice Theory (Blodgett et al. 1997; Klinner and Walsh 2013; Tax et al. 
1998). This theory proposes that customers make judgments about distributive fairness 
(compensation), procedural fairness (policies to address issues) interactional fairness (treatment 
by personnel). It is the perceived transactional fairness from the treatment of others, or even the 
environment itself which can affect any of the four dimensions in Consumer Normalcy. Finally, 
research involving reactions to service failures commonly use Attribution Theory to explain 
blame attribution when attributing fault in a service failure (Bougie et al. 2003; Folkes 1988; 
Folkes et al. 1987). In instances where a consumer believes the service provider is at fault and 
had control over the occurrence of a service failure, he or she will attribute this blame and any 
subsequent anti-firm reactions toward the service provider (Gelbrich 2010; Weiner 2000). This is 
important to explain Consumer Normalcy because when blame is attributed for such a violation, 
the cause is most frequently under the control of the service provider. 
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The Consumer Normalcy Scale 
The initial sixteen item scale started with four items to measure each dimension of Consumer 
Normalcy (Participation, Control, Distinction, and Equality). A seven-point Likert format 
ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 7 “Strongly agree” was decided upon, as this is an 
acceptable standard in most marketing studies. The research team’s item generation efforts 
resulted in several re-writes to ensure the wording of all items would be understandable, 
unambiguous, and user-friendly, while capturing shades of each dimension for the proposed 
construct. Scholars both within and outside our university were consulted to aid in the item 
generation process, including Professor Baker. It was concluded that both face and content 
validity had been achieved with the initial sixteen items for the scale. 
The following section briefly describes each of the four dimensions to be captured by the 
items generated with the goal of operationalizing the construct of Consumer Normalcy. 
Participation in the Marketplace – I am here 
Shopping has been shown to be a component of everyday life, as to be a consumer is to 
be alive, and this activity plays an important role in the functioning of society. People have a 
desire to participate and be co-creators in their own experiences, and in the marketplace this 
comes from interactions with both marketers and other shoppers in the environment (Baker 
2006; Vargo and Lusch 2004). This is also the case in the online environment where shoppers 
can have personal interactions with e-tailing personnel and other customers, or interactions only 
with the retailer’s digital platform. Either way these encounters are part of the servicescape, and 
are still experiential as part of the service encounter (Bitner et al. 2000; Meuter et al. 2005). The 
emotional portion of participation comes from the desire and pleasure derived from being in the 
marketplace and experiencing what it has to offer, but there is a physical component as well. 
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Participation also comes from the ability to participate, to freely move and navigate the 
environment, to physically shop and conduct a transaction, and to not have barriers in the way of 
achieving shopping-oriented goals (Baker 2006; Baker et al. 2007). 
P1 – I was able to participate in the activity of shopping. 
P2 – I was able to shop in this environment. 
P3 – I was free to take part in the shopping experience. 
P4 – I could navigate freely in the shopping environment. 
Achieving Distinction – I am me 
 As was previously discussed, people, “consumers” in a marketplace context, are a 
complex composite of demographics, psychographics, tastes, opinions, etc., and it is this mixture 
that makes each person a distinct individual. Highlighting only one characteristic to define a 
person either positively or negatively is doing a disservice to the individual (Baker 2006). The 
attainment of possessions and experiences is often sought by individuals to further distinguish 
themselves from others (Belk 1988). Being treated as an individual in a manner acceptable to the 
person is important to a consumer’s normalcy, whereas distinction through only one 
characteristic instead of the whole individual violates this normalcy (Baker 2006). This 
distinction harkens back to the feeling of being welcomed and expected by the business for who 
someone is as an individual, but having the shopping environment not be enabling or disabling 
solely on the basis of one characteristic (Baker et al. 2007).. 
D1 – The store wanted my business. 
D2 – The store wanted me as a customer. 
D3 – I could be myself in the shopping environment. 
D4 – I was a distinct individual in the shopping environment. 
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Demonstrating Control & Competence – I am in control  
 People desire control over their own consumption activities, and this includes having the 
ability to make decisions and choices about what they want to purchase, where they want to 
purchase the item, and assertion of how they want the experience to be  (Baker 2006). Even with 
the aid of service personnel, the decision making process including the final choice is made 
independently by the internal self-reflection of whether or not the choice will satisfy the 
consumer’s personal needs. Even the decision to ask for assistance is engaging in selective 
dependence where the individual maintains control of how they want their experience to be 
(Baker et al. 1999; Baker et al. 2002). There is a tendency to want to control outcomes that are 
important to an individual, and this is accomplished through demonstrating control over one’s 
external environment by taking actions such as making decisions, or controlling the way a 
circumstance is interpreted within the self (Baker 2006) 
C1 – I was in control when shopping. 
C2 – I felt competent while shopping. 
C3 – I was confident in my abilities in the shopping environment. 
C4 – I was capable in the shopping environment. 
Perceived as an Equal – I belong 
 It would be naïve to assume all consumers feel as though they should be accepted and 
belong in all environments, but one could assume that a certain degree of societal decorum 
would prohibit any exercise of unfriendly treatment on the part of the service provider. 
According to Baker (2006, p. 82) customers “do not need to be accepted by every individual, but 
they clearly want to be accepted as natural in the marketplace, most especially in their 
communities and the public places where their everyday lives happen.” Consumers often make 
comparative judgments between how they are treated versus how they perceive others to be 
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treated, and this assessment comes from marketplace cues (Baker 2006; Baker et al. 2008; 
Klinner and Walsh 2013) 
E1 – I was treated the same as other customers in the shopping environment. 
E2 – I was perceived as an equal in the shopping environment. 
E3 – I was similar to other people in the shopping environment. 
E4 – I was treated differently than others in the shopping environment. 
 Consumer Normalcy is an unconscious process and therefore should only become salient 
following a violation of this normalcy. Once again, service failures occur for a variety of reasons, 
but only in those instances where the consumer perceives the nature of the service failure to be 
attributable to demographic-characteristics would the variance exhibit a negative valance for the 
scale. Positive marketplace experiences, and service failures not attributable to demographic-
characteristics should not present much variance to consumer normalcy. For this reason, to test 
the scale properties a between subjects design was used in all studies where participants were 
randomly assigned to either a demographic-based or non-demographic-based service failure 
condition. As was suggested by Bougie, Peters, and Zeelenberg (2003), a retrospective 
experiential sampling approach was employed where respondents describe a recent personal 
experience and then answer formal standardized scale items based on their own experience. This 
is essentially the same as using the Critical Incident Approach which has been shown to provoke 
more emotional and compelling responses because they are from the respondent’s own 
experiences (Gremler 2004; Marczyk et al. 2010) (Flanagan 1954). Additionally, a goal of this 
research was to examine how the scale generalized across service failures attributable to different 
demographic characteristics, so using a narrative or scenario approach would not have allowed 
us to capture responses from such a large variety of attributes. 
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Preliminary Test One 
 A preliminary test of the scale was conducted using only blind and low vision 
participants recruited from local chapters of the Foundation Fighting Blindness (FFB) and 
National Federation of the Blind (NFB). Baker’s original work was about the experiences of the 
vision impaired, and future studies in subsequent chapters use the Consumer Normalcy scale 
specifically in a blind and low vision population. For these reasons we started with a smaller roll-
out in a localized population where we could (a) test the accessibility of the survey with a variety 
of different assistive technologies to make improvements if necessary, and (b) preliminarily 
show the scale to have a negative valance. 
 There were a few comments about how to make the online survey more accessible for 
different screen-reading technologies, and these recommendations were used to ensure future 
studies were as accessible as possible. An electronic snowball sampling technique was used and 
the FFB and NFB distributed the survey link to the members of their local chapters. As part of 
their own introduction to our survey, they told their members that this research was examining 
the marketplace experiences of the blind and low vision community. This prohibited the 
comparison between the demographic-based and non-demographic-based conditions because 
almost every description involved being blind or low vision, meaning that both conditions were 
interpreted by the participant to be asking about experiences specific to being vision impaired. 
Regardless of this violation of the known-groups validity, the narratives were compelling and did 
show the scale to possess an initial negative valance. 
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Table 3.1 Results from Blind and Low Vision Sample 
Blind & Low Vision N=94 
   
Dimension AVG MED SD 
Participation 2.9 2 1.83 
Distinction 3.21 3 1.94 
Control 3.34 3 2.06 
Equality 2.83 2 1.76 
  
Preliminary Test Two 
 The second preliminary test was distributed to a student population at a mid-size private 
university in the northeast. Students were given extra course credit for their participation. The 
responses were independently coded by two individuals not on the research team who read each 
description to determine (a) if the experience described was demographic-based or non-
demographic-based, and (b) what specific demographic characteristic was deemed by the 
consumer to be attributable for the service failure. The two coders then met to reconcile any 
discrepancies, and no discrepancies were left unreconciled. This preliminary test provided the 
first opportunity to analyze the comparison of scale items between demographic-based and non-
demographic-based conditions resulting in the first instance to demonstrate known-groups 
validity. A student population was acceptable for this initial test, but not to truly test the scale 
properties or potentially reduce the items through the EFA / CFA analysis. The majority of 
narratives included primarily service failures regarding age and financial status, which for a 
student population is most likely temporary. The number of narratives featuring demographic-
based service failures resulting from ethnicity, gender, and disability, religion, and sexual 
orientation preferences were rare. Due to this severe lack of diversity in service failures, it was 
felt that to continue the scale calibration within a second student sample would be doing a 
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disservice to the ideals behind the scale’s development. Regardless of this lack of diversity and 
decision not to begin the scale calibration process in a student sample, this preliminary analysis 
still allowed for the testing of our first hypothesis. From the descriptive statistics in Table 3.2 it 
is clear the construct indeed exhibits a negative valence, and comparing the scores between the 
demographic-based and non-demographic-based conditions shows the differences to be 
significant for all four dimensions. 
H1: Demographic-based service failures will have lower Consumer Normalcy values than 
non-demographic-based service failures. 
 
Demographic Responses N=98 
Gender Financial Ethnicity Disability Sex O/P Obesity Age Other 
5 23 16 4 1 1 46 2 
 
 
 
Table 3.2 Results of Student Sample     
 
Demographic n=98 Non-Demographic n=115 
Dimension AVG MED SD AVG MED SD t-test 
Participation 3.67 4 1.71 4.61 5 1.6 P<0.001 
Distinction 3.21 3 1.71 4 4 1.71 P<0.001 
Control 3.82 4 1.76 4.56 5 1.53 P<0.001 
Equality  2.46 2 1.58 4.5 5 1.57 P<0.001 
 
Test One 
The first test was conducted using Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service (M-Turk), which is a 
crowdsourcing Internet marketplace that enables individuals and businesses to perform tasks or 
jobs known as HITs (Human Intelligence Tasks), such as participating in brief surveys for a 
nominal monetary payment. M-Turk is especially appropriate for this research because it allowed 
for the collection of responses from a national sample of participants in a timely and cost 
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effective manner whose diversity in demographics presented more robust opportunities for 
demographic-based service failure experiences than other sources of participants available to the 
research team. Additionally, the sample size helped to minimize threats to statistical conclusion 
validity. Again, two individuals who were not part of the research team were employed as 
independent coders who read each experience description to categorize it as either demographic-
based or non-demographic-based, as well as verifying which specific demographic characteristic 
was attributable to the service failure. The data was first coded by each coder separately, and 
then together to reconcile any disagreements. There were no discrepancies at the end of the 
reconciliation process. From the descriptive statistics presented in Table 3.2 it is again clear the 
scale exhibits a negative valance, and the difference between the two conditions is significant.  
Demographic Responses N= 253  
Gender Financial Ethnicity Disability Sex O/P Obesity Age Other 
48 79 54 9 6 12 40 5 
 
 
 
Table 3.3 Results of First Random Sample     
Demographic n = 253 Non-Demographic n =282 
Dimension AVG MED SD AVG MED SD t-test 
Participation 3.39 3 1.67 4.21 5 1.72 P<0.001 
Distinction 2.85 2 1.64 3.56 3 1.76 P<0.001 
Control 3.52 3 1.85 4.11 4 1.8 P<0.001 
Equality  2.38 2 1.49 4.22 4 1.76 P<0.01 
 
 
 
Examining the potential to reduce the number of scale items was a goal of this first test. The 
scholars consulting during the item generation phase of the process suggested that sixteen items 
may be on the borderline of having too many items to be practical if the scale is to be regularly 
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used in future studies. An exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was followed by a Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis (CFA) to ensure items were loading appropriately and verifying both convergent 
and divergent validity. We conducted the factor analysis on both the demographic and non-
demographic-based conditions. 
 The factor analysis provided a four factor solution as demonstrated in the following scree 
plots for both the demographic and non-demographic conditions. According to the Kaiser rule a 
factor should have an Eigen value higher than 1.0. The fourth factor in the demographic-based 
condition was slightly below the suggested Eigen value of 1.0 and was instead .99. We felt it was 
important to keep a four factor solution as Baker’s (2006) work using a grounded theory 
approach clearly delineated four dimensions composing consumer normalcy. We therefore 
forced a four factor solution, and using a veramax rotation provided a favorable result for the 
factor loadings. The four factor solution was sufficient producing a chi square statistic for the 
demographic-based condition of 159.41 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value is 1.6e-10. 
The same test conducted in the non-demographic condition produced a chi square statistic of 
203.13 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value was 6.6e-17. 
Demographic Eigen Values Non-Demographic Eigen Values 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
6.9787 2.2782 1.3760 0.9983 7.3374 2.3867 1.2342 1.1805 
  
Internal consistency for each of the scales was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas 
were quite favorable: demographic condition raw alpha .90, standardized alpha .91, and non-
demographic condition raw alpha .91, standardized alpha .91. Although an item reduction was 
attempted, removing different items made no difference in the overall scores.    
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Figure 3.2 Scree Plots for Random Sample One  
 
 
Table 3.4 Factor Analysis Random Sample One 
Loadings Demographic Loadings Non-Demographic 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
P1 0.085    0.82    
P2 0.84    0.87    
P3 0.83    0.79    
P4 0.74 0.33   0.69 0.35   
C1 0.48 0.53   0.37 0.49   
C2  0.82   0.33 0.8   
C3  0.9   0.31 0.89   
C4  0.85   0.34 0.85   
D1   0.33 0.67    0.82 
D2    0.9    0.79 
D3 0.43  0.45  0.47 0.43  0.32 
D4 0.39    0.32    
E1   0.82    0.89  
E2   0.85    0.83  
E3                  
0.43             0.43    0.61  
E4                  
0.38             0.38    0.6  
Load 3.63 2.98 2.28 1.62 3.38 3.34 2.43 1.84 
P. Var 0.23 0.19 0.14 0.1 0.21 0.21 0.15 0.11 
C. Var 0.23 0.41 0.56  0.21 0.42 0.57 0.69 
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Test Two 
In the effort to demonstrate predictive validity a second sample of responses was taken from M-
Turk to replicate the performance of the scale. In empirical scale development it is recommended 
to test the scale properties again drawing from the same population to minimize threats to 
validity while strengthening confidence in the reliability of the measures (Churchill Jr 1979; 
Hinkin 1998). Two different individuals who were not part of the research team were employed 
as independent coders to read each experience description and  categorize them as either 
demographic-based or non-demographic-based, as well as verifying which specific demographic 
characteristic was attributable to the service failure. The data was first coded by each coder 
separately, and then together to reconcile any disagreements. There were no discrepancies at the 
end of the reconciliation process. 
Demographic Responses N= 291  
Gender Financial Ethnicity Disabilit Sex O/P Obesity Age Other  
57 83 90 12 9 6 31 3  
 
 
 
Table 3.5 Results of Second Random Sample   
Demographic n = 291 Non-Demographic N=319 
Dimension AVG MED SD AVG MED SD t-test 
Participation 3.6 3 1.85 4.16 5 1.83 P<0.001 
Distinction 3 3 1.79 3.8 4 1.76 P<0.001 
Control 3.66 3.5 1.83 4.42 5 1.76 P<0.001 
Equality  2.28 2 1.5 3.78 4 1.82 P<0.001 
 
 
Once again a factor analysis was preformed to test the properties of the scale. The factor analysis 
provided a four factor solution as demonstrated in the following scree plots for both the 
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demographic and non-demographic conditions. According to the Kaiser rule a factor should have 
an Eigen value higher than 1.0. All four factors in each condition achieved this this suggested 
value. We again forced a four factor solution, and using a varimax rotation provided a favorable 
result for the factor loadings.  
The four factor solution was again sufficient producing a chi square statistic in the demographic-
based condition of200.84 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value was 1.48e-16. We 
conducted the same test in the non-demographic condition where the chi square statistic was 
115.91 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value was 3.99e-05. 
Demographic Eigen Values Non-Demographic Eigen Values 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
7.0121 2.1721 1.2392 1.1978 6.7689 2.0244 1.3647 1.084 
 
Internal consistency for each of the scales was again examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The 
alphas were quite favorable: demographic condition raw alpha .91, standardized alpha .91, and 
non-demographic condition raw alpha .89, standardized alpha .89. An item reduction was 
attempted, and once again removing different items made no difference in the overall scores. At 
this point the decision was made to keep all sixteen items in the scale. 
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Figure 3.3 Scree Plots for Random Sample Two  
 
 
Table 3.6 Factor Analysis Second Random Sample      
Loadings Demographic Loadings Non-Demographic 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
P1 0.79      0.72  
P2 0.8    0.32  0.76  
P3 0.85      0.78  
P4 0.78       0.91 
C1 0.42 0.48   0.77    
C2  0.78   0.9    
C3  0.88   0.8  0.36  
C4 0.39 0.79    0.87   
D1    0.9    0.65 
D2   0.31 0.66 0.42  0.5  
D3 0.33  0.33 0.33 0.37   0.37 
D4    0.3 0.53  0.3  
E1   0.90    0.86  
E2   0.81    0.65  
E3                     0.38 0.31 0.46  0.56  
E4                               0.49 0.85   0.6  
SS Load 3.38 2.83 2.28 1.12 3.05 2.55 2.52 1.83 
 P.Var 0.21 0.18 0.14 0.11 0.19 0.16 0.16 0.11 
C. Var 0.21 0.39 0.53 0.65 0.19 0.35 0.51 0.62 
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Test Three 
 The survey was administered through a Qualtrics panel to specifically target an African-
American population. This was done to show the generalizability of the findings and add to the 
external validity of the measure by using a completely different sample population from a 
different source. The decision to use an African-American population was made because the 
marketplace descriptions from the two M-Turk studies coded as ethnicity-based service failures 
were particularly emotional and compelling. Additionally, there have been many ethnicity-
racially-based events in the recent popular press bringing more attention to the issue. These 
descriptions were coded by independent coders, but this time responses were only coded as 
demographic-based or non-demographic-based, and not which specific demographic 
characteristic was attributable for the service failure. 
 
 
Table 3.7 Results of African-American Sample 
Demographic n = 126 Non-Demographic N=125 
Dimension AVG MED SD AVG MED SD t-test 
Participation 3.1 3 1.96 4.48 5 2 P<0.001 
Distinction 2.82 2 1.91 3.91 4 1.97 P<0.001 
Control 3.69 4 2.13 4.91 5 1.88 P<0.001 
Equality  2.14 1 1.71 3.98 4 2.02 P<0.001 
 
 
Once again a factor analysis was preformed to test the properties of the scale. The factor 
analysis provided a four factor solution as demonstrated in the following scree plots for both the 
demographic and non-demographic conditions. According to the Kaiser rule a factor should have 
an Eigen value higher than 1.0. All four factors in each condition achieved this suggested value. 
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We again forced a four factor solution, and using a veramax rotation provided a favorable result 
for the factor loadings. The four factor solution was again sufficient producing a chi square 
statistic in the demographic-based condition of 74.42 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the P-value 
was 2.99e-07. We conducted the same test in the non-demographic condition where the chi 
square statistic was 134.28  on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value was 3.99e-05. 
Demographic Eigen Values Non-Demographic Eigen Values 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
7.96488866 1.85038524 1.21309836 1.03104341 7.7930 2.014 1.2953 0.8414 
 
Internal consistency for each of the scales was again examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The 
alphas were quite favorable: demographic condition raw alpha .92, standardized alpha .92, and 
non-demographic condition raw alpha .91, standardized alpha .91.  
 
 
Figure 3.4 Scree Plots for African-American Sample 
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Table 3.8 Factor Analysis African-American Sample 
Loadings Demographic Loadings Non-Demographic 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
P1 0.74    0.8    
P2 0.86   0.40 0.85    
P3 0.84 0.33   0.83    
P4 0.76 0.34   0.74    
C1 0.43  0.58   0.36 0.5   
C2   0.74  0.33 0.72   
C3   0.92   0.86   
C4   0.89  0.33 0.83   
D1 0.4 0.64   0.44   0.84 
D2 0.43 0.57 0.31  0.42   0.54 
D3 0.46 0.55 0.33  0.57 0.39   
D4 0.41    0.48    
E1  0.75     0.78  
E2  0.82      0.93  
E3 0.34 0.62     0.47  
E4  0.42     0.46  
Load 4.09 3.0 2.11 1.54 3.84 3.20 3.11  
P. Var 0.26 .19 0.11 .10 0.24 0.20 0.19  
C. Var 0.26 0.44 0.55 0.65 0.24 0.46 0.64  
 
 
 
Test Four 
 Again we used Qualtrics panels to administer the survey, this time specifically targeting 
members of the LGBTQ community. This population was chosen above others due to the same 
rationale for targeting an African-American sample in test three. One very interesting note for 
this population was that many respondents expressed never having a demographic-based service 
failure. On closer examination it was clear that most of these responses came from those 
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respondents who identified as Lesbian or Bi-Sexual. The coders were once again instructed to 
only categorize the descriptions as demographic-based or non-demographic-based. 
 
 
Table 3.9 Results of LGBTQ Sample  
LGBTQ TABLE 
Demographic-Based 
N=103 
Non-Demographic-Based 
N=87 
Item AVG MED SD AVG MED SD T-test 
Participation 3.33495 21.25 1.54056 4.84706 23 1.394561 
P<0.001 
Control 3.60784 21.5 1.62639 4.84706 23 1.549847 
P<0.001 
Distinction 2.80392 20.75 1.34206 3.94412 22 1.515808 
P<0.001 
Equality 2.50245 20.25 1.431003 4.70882 22.875 1.373022 
P<0.001 
 
 
Once again a factor analysis was preformed to test the properties of the scale. The factor 
analysis provided a four factor solution as demonstrated in the following scree plots for both the 
demographic and non-demographic conditions. According to the Kaiser rule a factor should have 
an Eigen value higher than 1.0. All four factors in each condition achieved this this suggested 
value. We again forced a four factor solution, and using a varimax rotation provided a favorable 
result for the factor loadings. The four factor solution was again sufficient producing a chi square 
statistic in the demographic-based condition of 81.63 on 62 degrees of freedom, and the p-value 
is 0.0481. The non-demographic four factor solution provided a chi square statistic of 86.21 on 
62 degrees of freedom, and the P-value was 0.0227.   
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Demographic Eigen Values Non-Demographic Eigen Values 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
6.6663 2.5066 1.4895 1.0065 7.02651076 2.1927389 1.53176716 1.2190951 
        
 
Internal consistency for each of the scales was again examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The 
alphas were again quite favorable: demographic condition raw alpha .91, standardized alpha .91, 
and non-demographic condition raw alpha .91, standardized alpha .91.  
 
 
  
Figure 3.5 Scree Plots for LGBTQ Sample  
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Table 3.10 Factor Analysis for LGBTQ Sample 
Loadings Demographic Loadings Non-Demographic 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
P1 0.89       0.85      
P2 0.79   0.31 0.79     
P3 0.73    0.85     
P4 0.68    0.55 0.37    
C1 0.53 0.42   0.35 0.54 0.33   
C2 0.36 0.67  0.35  0.85    
C3  0.85  0.31  0.8    
C4 0.32 0.81   0.34 0.74    
D1    0.76   0.7   
D2  0.36  0.72   0.56   
D3 0.51   0.38  0.5 0.65   
D4    0.36   0.8   
E1   0.88    0.31 0.88 
E2   0.84     0.89 
E3                  0.43 0.41 0.61   0.32  0.43 
E4                  0.38 0.64     0.5 
Load              3.52  2.6     2.34 1.91    2.95      2.95          2.5    2.36 
P. Var 0.22  0.16 0.15 0.12  0.18   0.18 0.16 0.15 
C. Var 0.22  0.38 0.53 0.65  0.18    0.37 0.53  0.67  
 
 
 
Test Five 
In this final test we aimed to show how the Consumer Normalcy construct would 
moderate the effect of a demographic-based service failure on avoidance and complaint 
behaviors, and NWOM. Showing how the scale functions in terms of interactions with other 
variables adds credence to the useful nature as to how and where this construct could affect 
reactions, and provides a sufficient demonstration of nomological validity. 
The satisfaction or dissatisfaction of a marketplace experience is measured in great part 
by the extent to which the service quality meets or exceeds a customer’s expectations 
(Parasuraman et al. 1985; Zeithaml et al. 1988). Consumers enter a servicescape with their own 
preconceived  notion of a “zone of tolerance” where they know what level of service is desired, 
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and what level of service falls below inadequate (Parasuraman et al. 1994). The failure to meet 
basic expectations of service quality, particularly when this failure occurs as a result of 
demographic characteristics, leads to a harsher judgment against the quality of the service 
provided (Baker et al. 2007; Bitner 1990). It is felt by the consumer that demographic-based 
service failures are typically executed with a sense of malice, and it is from this perception of 
malice that the offense is perceived to be more severe. A higher likelihood for a consumer to 
engage in revenge behaviors stems from this perceived severity (Crossley 2009). Avoidance is 
usually included as a revenge behavior, and is defined by Lee et al. (2009, p. 139) as, “incidents 
in which consumers deliberately choose to reject a brand.” Avoidance differs from switching 
because “avoidance” is always intentional whereas “switching” is not always done deliberately 
by the consumer (Keaveney 1995). Three different causes for brand avoidance are (1) 
experiential (avoidance based on actual negative experience), (2) identity (avoidance from an 
incongruity between a brand’s image and a consumer’s self-identity, and (3) moral (avoidance 
based on a clash between a consumer’s beliefs and values and those of the brand (Lee et al. 
2013; Lee et al. 2009). All three types of avoidance could play a role after a demographic-based 
service failure, therefore we hypothesize: 
 
H2: Avoidance behaviors toward a firm will be higher in the demographic-based service 
failure condition than in the non-demographic-based service failure condition. 
 A common reaction to a service failure is to engage in NWOM, which has been shown to 
have longer-lasting effects, and be shared with greater frequency than positive word of mouth 
(Arndt 1967; Wetzer et al. 2007). The perceived severity of the service failure is directly related 
to the frequency, length of time, and vindictive nature by which NWOM occurs (Blodgett et al. 
1994; Gelbrich 2010; Gregoire et al. 2009; Richins 1983). Therefor we hypothesize: 
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H3: Negative word of mouth will be higher in the demographic-based service failure 
condition than in the non-demographic based service failure condition. 
 It has been substantiated in the marketing literature that most consumers do not complain 
following a service failure (Bearden and Teel 1983; Bougie et al. 2003; Liu et al. 1997). Those 
consumers considered as being vulnerable have a lower likelihood to engage in complaint 
behaviors following a service failure than those consumers not considered “vulnerable,” and we 
therefore hypothesize: 
H4: Complaint behaviors will be higher in the non-demographic-based service failure 
condition than in the demographic-based service failure condition. 
 As has been described and substantiated throughout this work, the severity or the 
egregious nature of a service failure affects the level of anti-firm reactions, and demographic-
based service failures are considered to be more severe in nature than non-demographic-based 
service failures. Consumer Normalcy has a negative valance where its violation will be more 
likely and more substantive in the demographic-based service failure condition. The violation or 
disconfirmation of the expectation of this Consumer Normalcy will serve to exacerbate the anti-
firm reaction to a demographic-based service failure. Therefore we hypothesize: 
H5: Consumer Normalcy will moderate the effect on (a) avoidance behaviors, and (b) 
negative word of mouth, and this effect will be stronger in the demographic-based service 
failure condition than in the non-demographic-based service failure condition. 
 Research in the study of reactions to service failures usually involves blame attribution 
where the service provider had control over a situation, and the fault of the failure could be 
directly blamed on the service provider (Folkes and Kotsos 1986; Weiner 2000). The negative 
emotion of anger occurs when the direct cause of a service failure can be attributed to or blamed 
on a specific responsible source. This blame attribution makes anger more likely following a 
service failure than a negative emotion like frustration which is more likely to occur when there 
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is not a direct responsible source for the failure (Gelbrich 2010). In the case of this research it is 
very likely that the retailer will be blamed for the service failure in both conditions resulting in 
anger toward the offending retailer. Even so, the demographic-based service failure condition 
should be more egregious thereby leading to higher levels of anger. Therefore we hypothesize; 
 
H6: The negative emotion of anger will mediate the effect on (a) avoidance behaviors, and 
(b) NWOM, and this effect will be stronger in the demographic-based service failure 
condition than in the non-demographic-based service failure condition. 
 
Figure 5.6 Conceptual Models for Consumer Normalcy Interactions  
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Table 3.11 Results for Consumer Normalcy Interactions     
  
Comparison Results Demographic-Based Vs. Non-Demographic-Based 
Demographic n = 291 Non-Demographic N=319 
Dimension AVG MED SD AVG MED SD t-test 
Participation 3.6 3 1.85 4.16 5 1.83 P<0.001 
Distinction 3 3 1.79 3.81 4 1.76 P<0.001 
Control 3.66 3.5 1.83 4.42 5 1.76 P<0.001 
Equality  2.28 2 1.5 3.78 4 1.82         P<0.001 
Anger 4.878161 5 1.56731 4.973629 5 1.337694 P<0.001 
NWOM 4.679354 5 1.730556 4.164038 4.3333 1.698766 P<0.001 
Complaining 3.036332 2.25 1.883309 3.402997 3 1.93768 P<0.001 
Comp. 3rd 1.937282 1.75 1.168865 1.926424 1.625 1.207913 P<0.46 
Avoidance 5.134838 5.5 1.69244 4.03481 4.166667 1.822556 P<0.001 
 
 
 
 To test our hypotheses we conducted T-tests to compare the dependent variables between 
the demographic-based and non-demographic-based service failure conditions. Both Hypothesis 
one and two were substantiated as there was a significant difference between the conditions for 
both “avoidance” and “NWOM” Hypothesis four was not upheld as there was no significant 
difference between complaining behaviors or third-party complaining. Consumer Normalcy was 
stronger (more negative) in the demographic-based failure condition in all studies thereby 
substantiating hypothesis one, and the construct demonstrated a clear effect on both avoidance 
and NWOM proving hypothesis five. Finally, there was no different in “anger” toward the 
retailer, so hypothesis six is disproven; however, anger did act to mediate the effect on avoidance 
behaviors in both conditions. 
 
Conclusion 
Through a rigorous scale development process we have created the Consumer Normalcy 
Scale, and believe that this new instrument will provide a valuable tool for other scholars who 
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may be interested in conducting research in areas of marketplace diversity and discrimination as 
well. Following the proven processes for scale development has led to the achievement of 
favorable results in both validity and reliability considerations. This scale measures what it 
purports to measure and should be relied on to provide valid and consistent results. 
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Chapter Four: Examining Reactions From Blind & Low Vision Consumers Following 
Online Service Failures 
 
Introduction 
 
For almost three decades the online marketplace has continually evolved through rapid 
expansion and technological development into a primary channel for most marketers, undeniably 
forever changing the landscape of modern commerce. The ease and ubiquitous nature of this 
channel has created a more informed consumer not hampered by geographical restrictions, in-
turn resulting in a hyper-competitive marketplace to the benefit of most consumers (Avery et al. 
2012). Study of the online marketplace in the earlier days of its development was divided 
between those who saw the internet as a force that could supplant all other channels, and those 
who saw the new platform simply as another channel which could augment and strengthen a 
multi-channel system (Rosenbloom 2002). As the public was getting used to the idea of e-
commerce, there was an initial hesitance to make online transactions due to the uncertainty of 
privacy and vendor intentions, as well as a fear of security risks to financial information 
(McKnight et al. 2002). 
Time progressed and certain phenomenon started to emerge to the detriment of the 
physical marketplace, such as “showrooming” effects where customers examine an item in the 
physical store only to purchase it for a lower price through an online channel. Any uncertainty 
clearly diminished quickly as trust, commitment, relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, 
and consumer loyalty in the online marketplace continued to grow (Anderson and Swaminathan 
2011; Kumar and Asawa 2016; Verma et al. 2016). Although loyalty does exist with E-retailers, 
the low switching costs contribute greatly to the hyper-competitive nature of the online 
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marketplace (Anderson and Swaminathan 2011; Balabanis et al. 2006). Currently, the 
proliferation of consumer cost saving mobile applications drive this competition to an even 
higher level  where retailers must put their best offer on the table or immediately lose the sale 
(Ström et al. 2014). Now, unable to compete in this new era, many formerly stable retailers are 
facing bankruptcy, even with greater promotion of their online channels, and are being forced to 
shutter their stores. This begs the question, in this current retail climate, why on earth would any 
seller want to have a major marketing channel closed to any potential consumer segment? 
The online marketplace was predicted to liberate many people with disabilities through 
the creation of a barrier-free shopping experience where both utility and hedonic shopping goals 
could be achieved with greater convenience and independence (Childers and Kaufman-
Scarborough 2009). An estimated thirty-million U.S. citizens (six-hundred-million worldwide) 
are affected by the problem of online accessibility, which stems from websites being designed in 
such a way as to be either unnavigable without the use of a mouse, or incompatible with assistive 
technologies used by the disabled community to navigate the online environment (Kaufman-
Scarborough and Childers 2009). Chapter two of this work was dedicated to illuminating the 
widespread nature of this problem by showing how inaccessible most of the top retailer’s 
websites are to this large and growing market segment. 
This research uniquely examines the difference in avoidance behaviors between an 
accessibility-related and non-accessibility-related online service failure in the blind and low 
vision community, and how this effect is moderated by a disconfirmed expectation of Consumer 
Normalcy. To our knowledge this is the first work analysing the experiences and subsequent 
behaviors by the disabled community following transgressions of this nature.  Much research has 
pursued the study of ethnicity-based discrimination in face-to-face contexts only, usually with a 
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qualitative approach, and rarely concludes with a substantive detrimental consequence for the 
offending party. See Baker & Meyer (2012) and Klinner (2013) for exceptions. The participants 
for this research from the blind and low vision community (N=410) were asked on a 7-point 
scale anchored by 1 – strongly agree to 7 - strongly disagree if they felt that an inaccessible 
website should be considered discrimination toward the blind and low vision community, and 
they overwhelmingly agreed (MED = 1.0, AVG = 2.0). Although service failures of a 
discriminatory nature could be considered particularly egregious, it is unclear whether or not 
these feelings of discrimination will affect the avoidance of a retailer more than non-
accessibility-related issues specifically in the online environment. It is for this reason we use 
Expectancy Disconfirmation and Attribution Theory to test and explain the variance between the 
mediating effects from the negative emotions of anger and frustration toward the retailer and 
their resulting impact on avoidance behaviors. Finally, this proposition is tested in different real-
world scenarios where the level of effort and prior patronage versus no prior patronage is 
manipulated. This adds a realistic perspective and recommendations for marketers because 
accessible design is a necessity starting from the home page to the end of a transaction, and the 
constant updating, changing, and addition of tools and features to a site means the accessibility 
of the site could vary from visit to visit. A practical goal of this research is to help retailers 
realize that this is a problem which can easily be remedied to the benefit of the firm while 
creating a more inclusive and accepting marketplace for the disabled community. 
Literature Review 
Consumers have many conscious and unconscious expectations throughout all facets of their 
experiences in the marketplace, consisting of the three primary activities of shopping, 
purchasing, and consumption (Tauber 1972). When any of these expectations are somehow 
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disconfirmed at any point in these processes the general positive view of the whole experience 
can be turned negative (Bitner 1992; Westbrook 1981). This idea is the basis behind the study of 
dissatisfaction, and is commonly explained by expectancy disconfirmation theories such as 
Cognitive Dissonance and Assimilation-Contrast. Whenever one of the aforementioned 
marketplace experiences transpires, consumers make an assessment if a gap exists between what 
they expected and what they perceive to have actually received. The level of dissatisfaction is 
based on their judgment of this gap, and it is this judgment which acts as the genesis for any 
subsequent responses including emotions or actions (Anderson 1973; Parasuraman et al. 1994; 
Swan and Trawick 1981).  
After deciding exactly how dissatisfied they’re going to be based on the size of this gap, 
the next step in the judgment process is to determine exactly who or what is to blame for this 
perceived gap, and what level of responsibility and control this holds for the overall shopping, 
purchasing, and consuming experience. It is this judgment in attributing blame where most 
research involving reactions to service failures relies heavily on Attribution Theory (Bougie et al. 
2003; Folkes 1988; Weiner 2000). The founder of Attribution Theory, Harold Kelley (1973) p. 
107 describes it as "a theory about how people make causal explanations, about how they answer 
questions beginning with 'why?'" It deals with the information they use in making causal 
inferences, and with what they do with this information to answer causal questions. Weiner 
(2000, p. 382) provides an excellent description. “Attribution theory suggests that one judges an 
outcome on what is believed to have been the cause of an incident and this information is then 
used to engender future actions.” In terms of the theory, the response to a specific stimulus is 
valid when (1) the response is directly and distinctively related to an identified stimulus, (2) a 
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response would be similar to others exposed to the same stimulus, and (3) a response to the 
stimulus is consistent (Kelley 1967; Kelley 1973). 
Crockett, Grier, and Williams (2003, p. 1) defined marketplace discrimination as 
"differential treatment of customers in the marketplace based on perceived group-level traits that 
produce outcomes favorable to 'in-groups' and unfavorable to 'out-groups.’” Baker and Meyer 
(2012) propose that in instances of a service failure thought to be discriminatory in nature, the 
failure is most often perceived as purposeful due to a combination of a locus of controllability 
and causality on the part of the service provider, resulting in a higher locus of responsibility. 
Crocker and Major1989, p.6) propose “attributional ambiguity” explains how minorities will 
attribute negative interactions to discrimination as a self-protective function, resulting in higher 
self-esteem. 
Customers most commonly complain or seek redress when a sense of unfairness exists in 
the unbalance of expectations where the customer pursues a restoration of this balance through a 
recovery attempt by the service provider (Bearden and Teel 1983; Blodgett et al. 1994; Chebat 
and Slusarczyk 2005). Those customers with a higher stigma-consciousness usually exhibit a 
higher propensity to negatively evaluate service recovery attempts and instead engage in anti-
firm behaviors (Ro and Olson 2014). Importantly, most consumers who feel vulnerable, such as 
during a discriminatory service failure where they are clearly in the minority in the service-
scape, are unlikely to engage in any kind of immediate complaint behavior (Andreasen and 
Manning 1990).  
As was earlier noted, directly blaming a service provider for a poor experience results in 
negative consequences for the service provider. A level of intention on the part of the service 
provider such as greed or purposeful malice will heighten the intensity and severity of anti-firm 
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reactions leading more toward revenge behaviors rather than less intense reactions stemming 
from perceptions of unfairness (Crossley 2009; Grégoire et al. 2010). These effects are usually 
longer-lasting and include actions taken by the offended customer designed to harm the service 
provider (Aquino et al. 2006; Grégoire et al. 2009; Gregoire et al. 2009) 
Avoidance is usually included in discussions of revenge behavior, and is defined by Lee 
et al. (2009, p. 139) as, “incidents in which consumers deliberately choose to reject a brand.” 
Avoidance differs from switching because “avoidance” is always intentional whereas 
“switching” is not always done deliberately by the consumer (Keaveney 1995). Three different 
causes for brand avoidance are (1) experiential (avoidance based on actual negative experience), 
(2) identity (avoidance from an incongruity between a brand’s image and a consumer’s self-
identity, and (3) moral (avoidance based on a clash between a consumer’s beliefs and values and 
those of the brand (Lee et al. 2013; Lee et al. 2009). All three types of avoidance could play a 
role after an accessibility-related service failure. Although an inaccessible website is considered 
to be discriminatory in nature, the assumption is that this is typically due to a lack of retailer 
awareness rather than a sense of malice (Buhalis and Michopoulou 2011; Jaeger 2014; Lazar and 
Jaeger 2011; Reece 2002). Nevertheless, negative marketplace experiences which are directly in 
the control of the retailer, intentional or not, due singularly to a person’s disability should 
theoretically provoke a stronger reaction than when the poor experience was not in direct control 
by the retailer, therefore we hypothesize: 
H1: Avoidance behaviors toward a firm will be higher in the accessibility-related service 
failure condition than in the non-accessibility-related service failure condition. 
According to Plutchik (2001, p. 345), “An emotion is not simply a feeling state. Emotion 
is a complex chain of loosely connected events that begins with a stimulus and includes feelings, 
psychological changes, impulses to action and specific, goal-directed behavior. That is to say, 
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feelings do not happen in isolation. They are responses to significant situations in an individual's 
life, and often they motivate actions.”  The environmental cues in a servicescape, whether 
received positively or negatively, trigger an emotional response leading to behavioral effects 
(Bitner 1992). This attributional effect provides the relational link between customer attitudes 
and behaviors (Folkes 1988). An unsatisfactory service experience commonly results in emotions 
which are more negative in valance, and these emotions differ in intensity and directionality, and 
predict the subsequent coping behaviors following the transgression (Bagozzi et al. 1999; 
Duhachek 2005; Folkman et al. 1986; Gelbrich 2010; Lazarus 1991)  
The negative emotion of anger is quite common in the study of dissatisfaction as it can 
act as a powerful precursor of action including anti-firm behaviors and revenge (Bagozzi et al. 
1999; Bougie et al. 2003; Richins 1997; Romani et al. 2012). Anger differs from other negative 
emotions because there is a certainty in what the anger is directed toward, knowledge of 
someone or something having control over the provoking stimulus, and thereby providing the 
clear identification of the culpable or responsible party (Averill 1983; Bonifield and Cole 2007). 
Bonifield and Cole (2007) describe anger as a strong feeling of displeasure and animosity 
coinciding with a purposeful willingness to do harm to those responsible for the angering 
stimulus, where angry people have a higher propensity to engage in retaliation than engaging in 
conciliatory behaviors with those at fault. Feelings of having been wronged often result in 
negative relational exchanges such as revenge and retaliation, which stem from anger leading to 
similar effects, but differ in key ways such as goals from actions taken and intensity of the 
emotion involved (Gelbrich 2010; Grégoire et al. 2010; Zourrig et al. 2009).  
In the case of reactions to discrimination, indignation, or the feeling of righteous anger 
may be a more appropriate emotion for measurement (McColl-Kennedy et al 2009); however, 
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most research into emotional reactions to service failures consistently use “anger” even when 
examining prosocial behaviors (van Doorn and Zeelenberg 2014; Vitaglione and Barnett 2003). 
Whether rationalized as prosocial or not, anger will mediate anti-firm behaviors regardless of 
either revenge or retaliation intentions (Bonifield and Cole 2007), therefore we hypothesize: 
H2: Accessibility-related service failures lead to avoidance behaviors more than non-
accessibility-related failures, and this effect is mediated by anger towards the seller. 
Anger causes more retaliatory behaviors toward an organization such as avoidance, and 
confrontative coping such as vindictive complaining and NWOM (Bougie et al. 2003; Grégoire 
and Fisher 2008). Frustration is often used as a lighter shade of anger in social science research; 
however, it can also be viewed to differ substantially from anger due to the blame attribution 
involved (Gelbrich 2010). The revenge and retaliation literature frequently depends on blame 
attribution to explain post service failure behaviors, and how anger helps to amplify this effect. 
When customers attribute accountability of a failed experience to an organization that they feel 
had direct control over this failed experience, these judgments lead to action (Weiner 2000). 
When the organization can be blamed, negative feelings persist against that organization, but 
when the organization is not to blame no action against the organization is taken even though a 
general sense of negativity is still felt. For example, consider reactions to a flight being delayed 
due to inclimate weather as opposed to being delayed because the flight is undersold and the 
airline won’t fly without more passengers (Folkes et al. 1987).  
Folkman and Lazarus (1986, p. 998) define coping as “the person's constantly changing 
cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are 
appraised as taxing or exceeding the person's resources.” This coping is directly linked to a 
person’s emotions, and emotions are related to a person’s cognitive appraisals of a given 
situation (Smith and Ellsworth 1985). Negative emotions result from circumstances where 
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success was expected yet failure occurs, and appraisals of control and responsibility determine 
the emotion triggered. Frustration is connected with appraisals of situational control and 
responsibility but unlike anger there is uncertainty about the causes of failure (Gelbrich 2010; 
Smith and Ellsworth 1985).  Appraisal and blame attribution both rely on Attribution Theory to 
explain emotional reactions fostered from causal inferences (Gelbrich 2010) 
Frustration, in terms of attribution, is situational where there are often uncontrollable 
circumstances responsible for the failure (Smith and Ellsworth 1985), for example, a power 
outage at a hotel due to a storm (Gelbrich 2010). Any negative emotion places a person in a state 
of disequilibrium where he or she  must engage in either problem-focused or emotion- focused 
coping, and these emotions facilitate action in goal attainment (Lazarus 1991). Avoidance is a 
deliberate action on the part of a customer not to use a specific firm, and is associated with a 
reaction to service failures. Each condition a participant encounters in this study is either 
accessibility-related (fault lays with the retailer) or non-accessibility-related (failure caused by a 
technology glitch beyond the control of the retailer). Although “frustration” may be considered 
by some researchers to be a lighter shade of anger, we propose that the blame attribution from 
the service failure scenarios will instead diminish anger in the non-accessibility-related condition 
and increase frustration, therefore we hypothesize: 
H3: Non-accessibility-related service failures lead to frustration but not avoidance 
behaviors.  
According to Baker (2006, p.82) “Consumer normalcy reflects how identity is 
constructed and maintained in part through shopping and is defined as a desire to live like other 
consumers, be accepted as other consumers are, and be acceptable to one’s self in consumption 
contexts.” Through her in-depth interviews with over twenty blind and low vision participants 
regarding their marketplace experiences, common themes emerged such as barriers to 
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participation, independence vs. dependence, treatment unlike that of typical customers including 
issues of competency and respect, maintaining control over one’s own experience, self-respect 
and distinction, and feelings of acceptance and welcome. The focus of Consumer Normalcy was 
brought to light from the analysis of these interviews and the construct was conceptualized in 
four specific dimensions. These dimensions include (1) participating in the marketplace, (2) 
achieving distinction through the marketplace, (3) demonstrating competence and control, and 
(4) being perceived as an equal in the marketplace. The four dimensions do not have to be 
assessed equivalently by the consumer, and each violation or disconfirmed expectation is context 
dependent. 
Shoppers carry many expectations with them into the marketplace, and perhaps the 
foremost of these ideas is they are expected and wanted as customers (Baker et al. 2001; 
Crockett et al. 2003). A service-scape provides many cues to customers allowing for quality 
assessments, and this can greatly impact the overall feeling of the service encounter being 
favorable or unfavorable (Bitner 1990; Bitner et al. 1990). According to Baker, Holland, and 
Kaufman-Scarborough (2007), in a service-scape the feeling of “welcome” is derived by (1) the 
service personnel, (2) store environmental factors, (3) other customers, and (4) the assortment of 
goods and services. This feeling or expectation is disconfirmed whenever there is a negative 
interaction between a person’s demographic characteristics and any one of these factors. It is not 
uncommon for customers to believe that often the causes for delivery of unsatisfactory service is 
related to demographic differences between themselves and the service provider (Chung-Herrera 
et al. 2010). Service failures are already negative events, and these experiences can be made even 
worse when customers belonging to a traditionally stigmatized group feel as though the failure 
was purposeful in nature due to their demographic characteristics (Baker and Meyer 2012; Baker 
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et al. 2008; Crossley 2009). Even if recovery efforts were to occur following a transgression of 
this nature, a higher stigma consciousness on the part of the consumer would result in negative 
evaluations of such efforts  (Ro and Olson 2014). Negative emotions felt by consumers manifest 
into actual anti-firm behaviors as a result of marketplace environmental factors and cues 
provided through the service-scape (Bitner 1992; Tronvoll 2011; Westbrook 1981). The angrier a 
customer is following an unremedied service failure, the more likely he or she is to engage in 
anti-firm behaviors (Bougie et al. 2003; Laros and Steenkamp 2005). Service failures of a 
particularly egregious nature create longer-lasting feelings of anger toward the organization, and 
often result in avoidance and revengeful vindictive NWOM (Aquino et al. 2006; Gelbrich 2010; 
Grégoire et al. 2009) 
The act of “shopping” consisting of shopping, purchasing, and consumption experiences 
is a part of everyday life (Tauber 1972). People go shopping constantly to fulfill both hedonic 
and utilitarian motives, and the nature of achieving these shopping-related goals does not have to 
be mutually exclusive in the study of marketplace experiences (Dawson et al. 1990). The goals 
and motives for a person to shop do not change as a result of using the online marketplace as 
most products and services available in physical stores are now also available for purchase on the 
online channel (Childers et al. 2001). What a person buys and where a person chooses to shop is 
an important part of both their self-identity as well as their public persona (Belk 1988). To shop 
is to be human, and to deprive a person of their ability to shop is to essentially rob them of their 
normalcy (Baker 2006).  Therefore we hypothesize: 
H4: The effect of accessibility-related-service failures on avoidance is moderated by 
Consumer Normalcy. The effect of accessibility-related-service failures on avoidance will 
be stronger when Consumer Normalcy is lower compared to when Consumer Normalcy is 
higher. 
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Just as the amount of effort to make a purchase may increase satisfaction (e.g. saving to 
purchase a high quality luxury watch), the amount of effort placed into a failing purchase may 
increase dissatisfaction (Cardozo 1965). Effort in a shopping context typically consists of the 
preparation, traveling, activity of shopping, and conducting the final transaction (Dawson et al. 
1990; Machleit et al. 2005). The time and energy put into any of these phases can impact the 
shopping experience. Hedonic and utilitarian motives for the shopping trip create different 
appraisal patterns where those with hedonic motives are less likely to become irritated by 
instances in the marketplace than those purchasing utility items who are not viewing the 
experience from an entertainment or pleasurable experiential perspective (Childers et al. 2001; 
d'Astous 2000; Oliver 1976). Marketers commonly use in-store atmospherics such as music, 
lighting, and fragrance to make the experience more pleasant while keeping the shopper’s mind 
off the effort being exerted (Iyer and Kuksov 2012; Kotler 1973; Morrin and Chebat 2005). 
Retailers have taken steps to make the check-out experience easier by implementing self-check-
out lanes and other self-service technologies (Meuter et al. 2005). 
Although this is probably the case for all people with or without a disability, in many 
instances it is more convenient and less stressful for customers with disabilities to shop online 
rather than traveling to a physical store(Braithwaite et al. 1999). Not unlike most shopping 
experiences, the effort made to participate in the act of shopping is context dependent on the 
specific needs and goals of each particular online shopping experience (Kukar-Kinney and Close 
2010; Rohm and Swaminathan 2004). The accessibility of a retailer’s website plays a role in 
determining the experience from the homepage to the completion of the transaction, and 
everything else in between. If a homepage is not accessible then little effort has been exerted for 
this negative experience. The inaccessible nature of this specific issue should still cause 
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avoidance behaviors, but the associated anger and reaction should be less intense. Some websites 
may be accessible enough for a consumer with disabilities to fill up their online shopping cart, 
but then the transaction process is not accessible, and the purchase is unable to be made. This 
condition is quite common, and the consumer had to exert considerably more effort into a failed 
experience. This additional effort only to result in failure should lead to a more intense feeling of 
anger and increased anti-firm reaction. Therefore we hypothesize: 
H5: The effect of accessibility-related-service failures on avoidance is moderated by effort. 
The effect of accessibility-related-service failures on avoidance will be stronger in the high 
effort condition compared to the low effort condition.  
There have been a few studies in the revenge and retaliation literature examining the 
effect of betrayal on anti-firm reactions following an unsuccessful recovery attempt (Lee et al. 
2013). Gregoire and Fisher (2008) found that when a relationship was considered to be strong, a 
violation of the fairness norm exhibited a stronger effect on the sense of betrayal. When a loyal 
customer feels as though he or she has a special relationship with a service provider only to find 
that this assumption was not reciprocated resulting in a service failure, recovery efforts if offered 
are viewed with an increased sense of doubt for future patronage (Chebat and Slusarczyk 2005; 
Weun et al. 2004). It is quite possible for consumers shopping online to find themselves in a few 
different scenarios such as visiting a physical store but never previously using the online 
channel, visiting a website for the very first time with no prior patronage of a physical store, or 
being a regular visitor of both the online and physical channel. Retail websites are updated and 
changed with some regularity to add new products, features, security measures, and changes to 
the look and feel of the website (Bauer et al. 2006; Childers et al. 2001; Schlosser et al. 2006). 
Retail websites were more accessible in the past as a result of less bandwidth and lower 
processor speeds, but now the upgraded memory and processing speeds have added more 
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complexity to websites thereby rendering them less accessible than when pages consisted mostly 
of text rather than graphics and multi-media (Wentz et al. 2011). There are a number of 
opportunities for an otherwise loyal blind or low vision customer to visit a website only to find 
that it is now inaccessible, and we predict this sense of betrayal will exacerbate anti-firm 
reactions more so than if no prior relationship existed. Additionally, it would not be uncommon 
for a change to be made to a security function during the transaction process to occur rendering 
the transaction process inaccessible, meaning more effort would have been exerted only to result 
in failure. Therefor we hypothesize: 
H6: The effect of accessibility-related service failures on avoidance is moderated by 
patronage. The effect of accessibility-related service failures on avoidance will be stronger 
in the prior patronage condition compared to the no prior patronage condition.  
H7: Where patronage is positively correlated with effort, prior patronage and high effort 
will result in higher levels of avoidance than conditions where there is low effort and no 
prior patronage. 
 Discussions of reactions to service failures often revolve around a power dynamic where 
the consumer may be essentially powerless in a particular context to control an outcome, and this 
can lead to feelings of helplessness (Bunker and Bradley 2007; Gelbrich 2010). According to 
Lazarus (1991), feelings of helplessness occur after a forward-looking perspective appraisal 
determines there could not be any resolution or relief in the future, and a low potential to cope 
with adverse situations exists. Emotions can be viewed as “action control states” where a state of 
“helplessness” presents a readiness and desire to change one’s current state or circumstance, but 
no actions or direction to affect this change are available to the individual (Frijda et al. 1989). 
There are different coping activities from feelings of helplessness commonly manifesting in 
support seeking behaviors, and “flight” or avoidance of situations causing such emotions 
(Gelbrich 2010). 
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 As a result of medical advancements people are living longer, and those over sixty-five 
years old classified as seniors have a much higher likelihood of becoming disabled in such a way 
as to either necessitate the use of assistive technology, or benefit from universal accessible 
design when navigating the online environment (Newell and Gregor 2002). Seniors represent the 
fastest growing demographic of internet users (Mills et al. 2008). For the past twenty years the 
internet has pervasively been inserted into all aspects of peoples’ work lives and social lives, and 
it could be surmised that an individual’s reliance on the internet to stay connected would not 
diminish as they progress from middle-age to becoming senior citizens. This point is particularly 
salient based on the well-documented aging of the baby-boomer generation. 
 Seniors with diminished or severe vision loss due to age-related eye disease are less 
likely to engage or participate with others socially (Alma et al. 2012). There is modest evidence 
to support the notion that seniors with a vision impairment are more likely to feel lonely and 
have a sense of social isolation (Hodge and Eccles 2013). We anticipate that respondents who 
live with others are less likely to feel helpless after an accessibility-related service failure 
because those individuals potentially have the additional option of engaging in selective 
dependence, or asking for help. Additionally, the switching costs in the online marketplace are 
quite low and may be felt more in the high effort conditions than in the low effort conditions. 
People are less likely to abandon their online shopping carts when they have more items than less 
items. Therefore we hypothesize: 
H8a: The effect of accessibility related service failures on avoidance is moderated by 
high/low feelings of helplessness where the effect is stronger for feelings of high 
helplessness, and this effect is positively related to effort. 
H8b: The effect of accessibility related service failures on avoidance is moderated by living 
alone/living with others where the effect is stronger for living alone. 
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 The fundamental principle of expectancy disconfirmation theories is that a gap exists 
between what was expected and what was perceived to have been received. This gap creates a 
disequilibrium or dissonance that must be reduced in some way so the self may return to a state 
of equilibrium (Anderson 1973; Oliver 1981; Watts 1965), by the extent to which the service 
quality meets or exceeds a customer’s expectations (Parasuraman et al. 1985; Zeithaml et al. 
1988). Consumers enter a service-scape with their own preconceived  notion of a “zone of 
tolerance” where they know what level of service is desired, and what level of service falls 
below adequate (Parasuraman et al. 1994). The failure to meet basic expectations of service 
quality, particularly when this failure occurs as a result of disability, leads to a harsher judgment 
against the quality of the service provided (Baker et al. 2007; Bitner 1990).  
Shoppers carry many expectations with them into the marketplace, and perhaps the 
foremost of these ideas is they are expected and wanted as customers (Baker et al. 2001; 
Crockett et al. 2003). A service-scape provides many cues to customers allowing for quality 
assessments, and this can greatly impact the overall feeling of the service encounter being 
favorable or unfavorable (Bitner 1990; Bitner et al. 1990). According to Baker, Holland, and 
Kaufman-Scarborough (2007), in a service-scape the feeling of “welcome” is derived by (1) the 
service personnel, (2) store environmental factors, (3) other customers, and (4) the assortment of 
goods and services. This feeling or expectation is disconfirmed whenever there is a negative 
interaction between a person’s disability and any one of these factors. In the case of this research 
there exists an expectation that blind and low vision consumers are wanted and expected as 
customers in the online marketplace, and as such they have an expectation that this online 
marketplace will be accessible to them. A store’s environmental factors could be extended to its 
website, therefore if the website is inaccessible there is a negative interaction between the 
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consumer’s disability and these environmental factors disconfirming this expectation. Therefore 
we hypothesize: 
H9: The effect of accessibility related service failures on avoidance is moderated by 
expectation of accessibility/no expectation where the effect is stronger with prior 
expectation 
 
Figure 4.1 Conceptual Model for Accessibility Vs. Non-Accessibility-Related Failures 
 
 
 
Methodology 
This study was distributed to blind and low vision participants using an electronic 
snowball sampling technique. With the cooperation of the Foundation Fighting Blindness, 
American Council for the Blind, American Foundation for the Blind, Achilles International, and 
the National Federation of the Blind four-hundred and ten (N=410) participants were recruited 
through email, list-serves, and posting the recruitment advertisement on their websites and social 
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media pages. A two dollar donation was given to the organization of the participant’s choosing 
for fully completing the online survey. The sample included 164 Males and 246 Females with 
ages ranging from 18 to 86, with an average age of 49 and median age of 50. 
Using a between subjects design, the blind and low vision  participants were asked to 
read one of ten different, electronically randomized scenarios about a service failure online and 
answer questions based on this scenario. A scenario approach was used due to the need for 
manipulation of specific variables and conditions which may not have organically appeared 
using a critical incident or retrospective experiential sampling approach. A 2 x 2 x 2 design 
created eight conditions plus two to examine the main effects. The ten conditions were divided 
into either accessibility-related or non-accessibility related scenarios, and low versus high effort 
and prior patronage versus no prior patronage. The following table shows the conditions and 
corresponding number of participants. 
 
 
Table 4.1 Conditions & Number of Participants  
Condition  Description Observations 
MENA Maine effect non-accessibility  37 
MEAN Main effect accessibility  41 
NPHENA No prior patronage, high effort, non-accessibility  38 
NPHEA No prior patronage, high effort, accessibility  42 
NPLENA  No prior patronage, low effort, non-accessibility  51 
NPLEA No prior patronage, low effort, accessibility  44 
PPHENA Prior patronage, high effort, non-accessibility 42 
PPHEA Prior patronage, high effort, accessibility  36 
PPLENA Prior patronage, low effort, non-accessibility 40 
PPLEA Prior patronage, low effort, accessibility  39 
 
All scale questions were presented in a seven-point Likert format anchored by 1 
“Strongly Agree” and 7 “Strongly Disagree.” The questions consisted of the sixteen item 
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Consumer Normalcy Scale (CA=.91), Anger – three items (CA=.93) adapted from Gelbrich 
(2010), Frustration – three items (CA=.94) borrowed from Gelbrich (2010), Helplessness – four 
items (CA=.96) borrowed from Gelbrich (2010), and Avoidance – four items (CA=.94) adapted 
from Gregoire, Tripp, and Legoux (2009) and Bougie, Peters, and Zeelenberg (2003). 
 
Results 
 
Table 4.2 Results for Service Failures        
Results for Service Failures 
Item MENA MEA NPHENA NPHEA NPLENA NPLEA PPHENA PPHEA PPLENA PPLENA 
Partic. 5.735 6.08 5.2895 5.2976 6.0147 5.909 4.2500 5.020 5.8750 5.6795 
Control 4.614 5.30 3.9737 4.1548 4.8235 5.164 3.9226 4.000 5.0750 5.0641 
Distinct. 4.742 4.76 4.6118 4.9167 4.7500 5.073 3.9940 4.875 4.4875 4.5705 
Equal. 4.614 5.59 5.1974 5.2083 4.8725 5.568 4.5774 4.826 4.9938 5.1410 
Anger 2.981 2.26 2.2485 2.5159 3.1700 2.848 2.6825 2.601 2.9500 2.7521 
Frustra. 1.914 1.67 1.7544 1.8333 2.1307 1.863 1.8095 1.879 1.9000 1.7094 
Helple. 3.563 3.57 3.4530 3.6186 3.7308 3.838 3.2659 3.545 3.5828 3.5433 
Expect. 5.175 5.69 4.6316 4.7262 5.4191 5.536 4.0863 4.510 5.4750 5.3718 
Avoida. 3.408 3.30 3.0219 3.1735 3.6127 3.521 2.9610 3.134 3.4770 3.3441 
 
 
 
Table 4.3 Results for ANOVA Analysis Accessibility / Non-Accessibility 
Results for ANOVA Comparison of Conditions 
  
MEA vs. 
CMENA 
NPLEA vs. 
NPLENA 
PPLEA vs. 
PPLENA 
PPHEA vs. 
PPHENA 
NPHEA 
vs. 
NPHENA 
Anger 1 1 1 1 1 
Frustration 1 1 1 1 1 
Helplessness 1 1 1 1 1 
Distinction 1 1 1 0.288 1 
Participation 1 1 1 1 1 
Control 1 1 1 1 1 
Equality 0.209 1 1 1 1 
Avoidance 0.123 1 1 1 1 
 
104 
 
Table 4.4 Results from Non-Accessibility 
Comparison 
Results from Non-Accessibility Comparison 
  NPLENA 
vs. 
NPHENA 
PPLENA 
vs. 
NPLENA 
PPLENA 
vs. 
PPHENA 
Anger 1 1 1 
Frustration 1 1 1 
Helplessness 1 1 1 
Distinction 1 1 1 
Participation 1 1 0 
Control 0.8 1 0.09 
Equality 1 1 1 
Avoidance 1 1 1 
 
 
 
Table 4.5 Results from Accessibility Comparison 
Results from Accessibility Condition Comparison 
Item NPLEA 
vs.NPHEA 
NPLEA vs. 
PPLEA 
PPLEA vs. 
PPHENA 
Anger 1 1 1 
Frustration  1 1 1 
Helplessness 1 1 1 
Distinction 1 1 1 
Participation 1 1 1 
Control 0.2 1 0.3 
Equality  1 1 1 
Avoidance 1 1 1 
 
Prior to analyzing responses based on the individual conditions we combined all 
responses into two groups of either accessibility-related or non-accessibility-related service 
failures to test our initial hypotheses. There is a marginally significant difference between 
avoidance for non-accessibility (M (AVO-NA) = 3.0, SD = 1.93) and avoidance for accessibility 
(M (AVO-A) = 2.75, SD = 2.15); t (1, 326) = 1.59, p < .06, supporting hypothesis one. 
Hypothesis two proposing avoidance being higher in the accessibility-condition and this effect 
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being mediated by anger is not currently supported because anger mediated avoidance in both 
conditions. Frustration for non-accessibility was higher (M (FRU-NA) = 1.91, SD = .80) than 
frustration for accessibility (M (FRU-A) = 1.82, SD = .60); although the difference was not 
significant: t (1, 328) = 1.00, p = .16, therefore hypothesis two was not clearly supported. The 
difference between avoidance for high effort and avoidance for low effort was not significant (M 
(AVO-HE) = 2.74, SD = 2.25); M(AVO-LE) = 2.75, SD = 2.09); t(1, 57) = -.03, p > .4. 
Therefore hypothesis five is not supported, and this lack of moderation from effort is most likely 
the cause for hypothesis seven not being supported. There is, however, a significant difference 
between avoidance for prior patronage (M (AVO-PP) = 2.98, SD = 2.18) and avoidance for no 
patronage (M (AVO-NP) = 2.54, SD = 2.06); t (1, 155) = -1, therefore supporting hypothesis six. 
The difference between avoidance for high helplessness and avoidance for low helplessness was 
significant (M (AVO-HH) = 2.40, SD = 1.60; M(AVO-LH) = 3.08, SD = 2.48); t(1, 155) = -3.05, 
p < .001. Therefore hypothesis eight (a) is supported. The difference between avoidance for 
living alone and avoidance for living with others was not significant (M (AVO-LA) = 2.76, SD = 
2.36; M(AVO-LO) = 2.71, SD = 2.00); t(1, 194) = 0.20, p < .42. Therefore hypothesis eight(b) is 
not supported. It may be important to note that the observation size difference was substantial 
(52 to 108). The difference between avoidance for expectations of accessibility and avoidance 
for no prior expectations of accessibility was significant (M (AVO-HH) = 2.67, SD = 2.18; 
M(AVO-LH) = 3.17, SD = 1.86); t(1, 135) = -1.65, p < .05. Therefore hypothesis nine is 
supported. Again, it is important to note the substantial difference in observation size (136 to 25). 
 
Conclusion 
 Although the blind and low vision community believe an inaccessible website should be 
considered discrimination, and large advocacy groups have heralded this cause, the responses to 
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this research demonstrate little difference between accessibility and non-accessibility-related 
service failures online. Participants were equally angry with the retailer and frustrated by the 
situation over each condition. The four dimensions of “consumer normalcy” which performed so 
well in chapter three exhibited no difference between the conditions, with the exception of 
“equality” in the prior patronage condition. It is probable that the concept of consumer normalcy 
does not generalize to an online context. “Participation” would be prohibited by both an 
accessibility issue as well as a website glitch. The same could be true for the “control” 
dimension. Individual distinction may not be achieved in the online marketplace unless a high 
degree of interaction exists such as in person to person communication, which was not the case 
in our study. Perceived equality may also not be readily distinguishable in the online 
marketplace. Finally, shopping online has been such an integral part of simply being a consumer 
that a high degree of helplessness would not be a common reaction as the switching costs are so 
low within this marketing channel. Despite these findings, retailers should be aware that this 
issue still creates avoidance behaviors toward their businesses. Even though the anti-firm 
reaction was similar, retailers could always choose to make their websites more accessible and 
curtail a portion of the wrath of angry and frustrated disabled consumers. 
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Chapter Five: Examining Negative Word of Mouth Effects When Demographics Differ 
 
Introduction 
 
Negative marketplace experiences occur for countless reasons, often causing anti-firm 
reactions by angry consumers of which negative word of mouth (NWOM) is the most common 
(Aquino et al. 2006; Grégoire and Fisher 2006). It has been fifty years since Arndt’s (1967) 
seminal work showed the scholarly community that NWOM had a stronger, longer-lasting effect 
regarding consumer perceptions than did positive word of mouth. In this article he defined word 
of mouth on p. 190 as "oral, person-to-person communication between a perceived non-
commercial communicator and a receiver concerning a brand, a product, or a service offered for 
sale." Gregoire and Fisher (2006, p. 31) define NWOM as,” a customer’s efforts to share his or 
her negative experience with, and to denigrate a service firm to friends and family. By sharing 
their negative experience with others, customers hope to tarnish the reputation of a firm, and to 
make others reconsider their relationship with it.” These definitions provided a good foundation, 
but by neglecting how people now communicate and actually receive information due to the 
proliferation and adoption of electronic communications via the internet (E-WOM), any 
omission of these communications renders such definitions incomplete. Many studies have 
analyzed the separate effect from E-NWOM and NWOM, and the importance of such studies is 
undeniable, particularly when considering the nascent and continually evolving nature of E-
WOM. The fact remains in our current communicative atmosphere that these must not be treated 
as mutually exclusive events as both will occur simultaneously following each negative 
marketplace experience. This is in great part due to the ease by which smart phones allow people 
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to relay messages via social media such as Facebook, and Yelp.com, or post on complaint sites 
just as easily as text messaging or calling someone directly about the experience. 
At one time or another we’ve all been influenced or dissuaded from making certain 
marketplace decisions as a result of learning about someone else’s negative experience with a 
product or service. Whether this experience was communicated from a person close to us telling 
us directly about the experience, or from a stranger who took the time to write about the 
experience online somewhere, this information placed a tinge of doubt in our minds enough so to 
create a lingering sense of avoidance for that product or service. Most of the time our receiving 
this kind of information is particularly impactful because we do not wish for the same fate to 
befall us. If our friends had such a lousy experience, of course we too would share this same 
experience, or would we? What if their negative experience was due to something we could not 
directly experience ourselves, such as problems caused as a result of a specific demographic 
characteristic or characteristics that we do not share in common? Would we still avoid the source 
of the offense due to an empathetic reaction based on our relationship with that person although 
we ourselves could never truly have the same experience? 
Traditionally, word of mouth studies have examined an “apples to apples” phenomenon 
where the experience being shared could also be directly experienced by the person receiving the 
information. For example, consider a bad restaurant experience where the food quality was poor 
and the service was unfriendly. This is an experience which could be shared by everyone. In 
today’s diverse society strengthened by social media, it is quite probable that the NWOM being 
shared, particularly when stemming from a demographic-based service failure, actually could not 
be directly experienced by a person who does not share those same customer demographic 
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characteristics, and this is a key difference between the current work and previous studies 
regarding consumer reactions to NWOM.  
This study proposes that anti-firm reactions will still occur from those learning of the 
demographic-based service failure either directly from someone they know or indirectly online 
from a complete stranger, even when they could not directly share that experience, and this effect 
is driven by empathy. This phenomenon can be explained by using both Intergroup Contact 
Theory and Attribution Theory. Intergroup Contact Theory from Alport’s (1954) Contact 
Hypothesis holds that the more positive interactions an in-group has with an out-group, the more 
positive the in-group’s attitudes will be toward the out-group. Kelley’s (1967) Attribution 
Theory is commonly used to explain an individual’s reactions to word of mouth based on 
characteristics of the person relaying the information, and also for ascribing blame to the 
appropriate parties.  
Empathy has been substantiated in the marketing and psychology literature to be a 
driving force for a reaction to a negative event. The common definition of empathy is an 
emotional reaction that stems from caring for the well-being of another person, and is composed 
of four dimensions; (a) perspective taking, (b) empathic concern, (c) fantasy elaboration, and (d) 
personal distress (Davis 1983; Davis 1980). Again, most studies investigate the phenomenon of 
empathy in the same traditional way using the same apples to apples approach used in word of 
mouth studies. The four dimensions listed above must be present for empathy to occur, but the 
assumption always exists that this empathic reaction requires the individual to put him or herself 
in the shoes of the other person by projecting the elements in three of those dimensions onto 
themselves. Empathic concern is the only dimension which does not require this as empathic 
concern is by definition about concern for others. These previous studies fail to recognize that 
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something different is occurring when the experience being relayed could not be shared by the 
receiver. We are not saying that this self-projection does not occur. We are suggesting that 
something else also occurs, and may be quite stronger in many cases. This research uniquely 
examines the reaction to NWOM that can’t be experienced by the receiver. Additionally, we 
develop a new way of looking at the phenomenon of empathic reaction by suggesting that a 
“substitutional empathy” effect actually occurs in conditions when a person who can’t directly 
share the same experience receives this kind of NWOM from a person/source they don’t know, 
but he or she knows someone in their social network who could be affected by the same event. 
We propose “substitutional empathy” occurs when person A learns of the plight of 
unknown person B which could not be shared by person A. Person A directly knows a person 
who could share the experience of unknown person B, and then substitutes this known person C 
into the place of unknown person B, as if the negative experience had befallen known person C. 
Person A’s reaction to the situation (plight of person B) is enhanced by the effect of this 
substitution based on the relationship to known person C. For the purposes of our research 
consider a non-disabled person (person A) learns about an accessibility-related service failure 
from an unknown disabled person (person B), which they themselves could not possibly 
experience because they are not disabled. Instead of having the typical four dimensions of 
empathy internalized to themselves (non-disabled person A), the non-disabled (person A) 
substitutes the four dimensions of empathy onto a known disabled person (person C), who could 
share the experience of the unknown disabled person (person B). This includes the dimension of 
“empathic concern,” but instead of showing concern or compassion for the victim (unknown 
person B), they project this concern onto known person C. It is important to note that the four 
empathy dimensions of perspective taking, empathic concern, fantasy elaboration, and personal 
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distress still occur for non-disabled person A, but are mostly now projected onto known person 
C. Again, typical empathy studies only examine the phenomenon where person A puts him or 
herself in the role of person B. In the conditions where the source of the scenario is unknown, we 
predict the existence of substitutional empathy, and that substitutional empathy will be stronger 
than general empathy. Finally, we predict that there will not be a difference in avoidance 
behaviors between conditions where the source of the scenario is known or unknown.  
To examine these effects we conduct four studies where a demographic-based service 
failure is provided to participants who do not share the same demographic characteristics as the 
person in the scenario, and the sources of the scenario are varied between direct person to person 
communication where the person is known or unknown, or a variety of online communication 
sources where the person is once again known or unknown to the respondent. The first study 
involves sighted participants who personally know a blind or low vision person reading a 
marketplace accessibility-related service failure from one of the randomized sources. The second 
study for replication involves non-transgender participants who personally know transgender 
people reading a marketplace demographic-based service failure from one of the randomized 
sources. The third and fourth studies both involve an accessibility-related and demographic-
based service failure respectively, once again occurring within the blind and low vision and 
transgender communities, but to capture reactions from more distal or non-existent relationships, 
we use two large M-Turk samples. Additionally, we show how Empathic Anger moderates the 
effect of avoidance of an offending retailer where those high in empathic anger are more likely to 
engage in these behaviors. We also demonstrate how trust in the source of information acts to 
mediate the effect on avoidance behaviors. Finally, we compare the communicative strength of 
each source of information to determine which exhibits the highest level of avoidance behaviors. 
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This research does not propose any analysis or comparison of reactions to NWOM based 
on the specific goals of the individual relaying the information. It has already been well-
substantiated in the marketing literature that NWOM is a likely occurrence following a service 
failure, and those offended consumers engage in NWOM activities using the multiple online and 
offline communication platforms at their disposal. Our focus remains on the reaction to the 
service failure by the receiver, and the drivers of this reaction. Even so, it is important to briefly 
discuss the emotional charge of a demographic-based service failure from the perspective of the 
individual engaging in NWOM because their heightened emotional state should influence the 
receiver’s reaction based on prior relationships and empathic anger. 
Literature Review 
Service failures create feelings of unfairness predominantly stemming from goal 
incongruity, ego involvement, and goal relevance (Singh 1988; Zourrig et al. 2009). These 
feelings then result in negative emotions where the specific emotion and subsequent coping 
mechanisms are based on blame attribution (Bagozzi et al. 1999; Lazarus 1991). The most 
common emotion following a service failure is anger, and this negative emotion is known to 
increase the efforts placed into anti-firm behaviors based on blame and the perceived severity of 
the failure (Bougie et al. 2003; Richins 1983).   
Anger differs from other negative emotions because there is a certainty in what the anger 
is directed toward, knowledge of someone or something having control over the provoking 
stimulus, and thereby  providing the clear identification of the culpable or responsible party 
(Averill 1983; Bonifield and Cole 2007). Those service failures felt to be particularly egregious 
in nature, such as those resulting from discrimination, increase levels of anger and the intensity 
of anti-firm behaviors (Crockett et al. 2003; Klinner and Walsh 2013). In the case of reactions to 
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discrimination, indignation, or the feeling of righteous anger (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2009) may 
be a more appropriate emotion for measurement; however, most research into emotional 
reactions to service failures consistently use “anger,” even when examining prosocial behaviors 
(van Doorn and Zeelenberg 2014; Vitaglione and Barnett 2003). 
Those customers who engage in NWOM typically do so for a variety of reasons or goals 
including impression management, altruism through warning others, strengthening of social 
bonds by seeking advice, anxiety relief through venting feelings, and vengeance through 
deliberate attempts to do harm to the firm by persuading others (Berger 2014; Edison and 
Geissler 2005; Gelbrich 2010; Laczniak et al. 2001; Lau and Ng 2001).  These goals are driven 
differently when the feelings of anger coincide with feelings of regret or disappointment (Wetzer 
et al. 2007). Whether or not the NWOM is either vindictive or support-seeking in nature, it still 
bares negative consequences for the firm (Gelbrich 2010; Laczniak et al. 2001). Berger (2014) 
suggests the positive affect brought from the relief from emotional coping causes people to share 
more emotional content, more emotionally arousing content, and this emotionally driven content 
is used by those wishing to persuade others into a desired action.  
NWOM is capable of creating both short-term and long-term influences where the 
strength of the imprint comes from specific factors in the information received, such as the 
severity or harm another person has experienced (Bone 1995). Vitaglione and Barnett (2003, p. 
303) are credited with developing the concept of “Empathic Anger” where “If an individual 
attributes the cause of a person's suffering to another person (a ‘transgressor’), then the 
individual may experience anger at that transgressor on behalf of the suffering victim.” To 
clarify, the receiver has not been harmed in any way. This individual is angry at the source of 
harm for another person. Empathic Anger is connected to “empathy” as they both stem from an 
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emotional reaction based on the well-being of another (Vitaglione and Barnett 2003). Empathic 
Anger may influence action to either assist the harmed party, punish the responsible party, or 
both. Although Empathic Anger may be context dependent, common traits or general responses 
exist in attitudes which would make a person more likely to engage in Empathic Anger where 
those who rate higher in Empathic Anger are more likely to react than those who rate lower in 
Empathic Anger. For the purposes of this research, the effect or consequence from Empathic 
Anger as a general response will be measured using “avoidance” as both a means to possibly 
assist the victim, and as a method to punish the transgressor. 
Avoidance is usually included in discussions of anti-firm behavior, and is defined by Lee 
et al. (2009, p. 139) as “incidents in which consumers deliberately choose to reject a brand.’ 
Avoidance differs from switching because “avoidance” is always intentional whereas 
“switching” is not always done deliberately by the consumer (Keaveney 1995). Three different 
causes for brand avoidance are (1) experiential (avoidance based on actual negative experience), 
(2) identity (avoidance from an incongruity between a brand’s image and a consumer’s self-
identity, and (3) moral (avoidance based on a clash between a consumer’s beliefs and values and 
those of the brand (Lee et al. 2013; Lee et al. 2009).  In terms of this research, both Identity and 
Moral Avoidance could play a role in the receiver’s behavior; however, Experiential Avoidance 
would not be considered as the experiences from the demographic-based service failure could 
not be directly shared by the receiver, unless they may have personally witnessed such a 
transgression while in the company of a victim. This differs from “boycott” as the latter term is 
typically used to express joining a social movement (McDonnell and Werner 2016), and 
avoidance does not denote being part of a group or movement.  Although the emotion of anger is 
typically viewed negatively, it doesn’t always have to be, especially when it can lead to prosocial 
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behavior by mediating this anti-firm behavior (van Doorn and Zeelenberg 2014). Additionally, 
ethical perceptions directly affect future purchase intentions (Babin et al. 2004), and 
discriminatory practices should be considered unethical. We therefore hypothesize: 
H1: Empathic Anger will moderate the effect on avoidance behaviors where higher levels 
of empathic anger will lead to higher levels of avoidance behaviors, and this effect is 
mediated by anger toward the seller. 
After a receiver learns about a negative marketplace experience a judgment is made 
whether or not the blame attributed for the failure rests with the service provider, proposed 
victim, or some other cause, and the study of reactions based from this judgment typically relies 
heavily on Attribution Theory (Bougie et al. 2003; Folkes 1988; Weiner 2000). The founder of 
Attribution Theory, Harold Kelley (1973, p. 107) describes it as “a theory about how people 
make causal explanations, about how they answer questions beginning with "why?" It deals with 
the information they use in making causal inferences, and with what they do with this 
information to answer causal questions. Weiner (2000, p. 382)  provides an excellent description: 
“Attribution theory suggests that one judges an outcome on what is believed to have been the 
cause of an incident and this information is then used to engender future actions.” In terms of the 
theory, the response to a specific stimulus is valid when (1) the response is directly and 
distinctively related to an identified stimulus, (2) a response would be similar to others exposed 
to the same stimulus, and (3) a response to the stimulus is consistent (Kelley 1967; Kelley 1973). 
In her review of  attribution studies, Folkes (1988) confirmed the same three components 
consensus with other responses of other consumers, the individual’s consistent response over 
time and situations, and a distinctiveness or modality between one particular product or service 
over another were present in most studies. According to Laczniak, DeCarlo, and Ramaswami 
(2001, p.591), ”In a NWOM context, the consensus dimension refers to the degree to which 
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others are likely to agree with the negative views of the communicator. The distinctiveness 
dimension encapsulates the extent to which the communicator associates the negative 
information with a particular brand but no other brands. Finally, the consistency dimension deals 
with the degree to which the communicator has had stable negative experiences with the brand.” 
An important and fundamental purpose of this research is to learn what effects occur 
when a demographic-service failure is relayed to a receiver who by not sharing those 
demographic characteristics could not experience the same failure. Alport’s (1954) Contact 
Hypothesis better known as Intergroup Contact Theory is often used to explain how relationships 
between an in-group and out-group can improve. In the context of this research an individual 
who is the victim of a demographic-based service failure is part of the out-group, and the 
receiver of the narrative being relayed who does not share those same demographics is included 
in the in-group. The differentiation is only based on the demographic which caused the failure, 
and no other relationship or any other demographics uncommon between the parties within the 
NWOM dyad are assumed. For example consider a blind man relaying an accessibility-related 
service failure (NWOM) to his brother who is not blind, or a transgender female relaying her 
story to a non-transgender friend. The notion is that the more positive interactions a member of 
an in-group has with a member of an out-group, the more positive the attitudes will be overall 
toward the out-group as a whole by the member of the in-group. According to the Contact 
Hypothesis there are four conditions which when present will optimize the positive effect. These 
are (1) equal group status within the situation, (2) common goals, (3) intergroup cooperation and 
(4) authority support (Pettigrew 1998). In their meta-analysis Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) found 
that intergroup contact showed positive results even when not all of the above conditions were 
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met, exhibited positive effects over a broad range of out-groups and settings, and ninety-four 
percent of 515 studies showed a reduction in prejudice. 
Studies in both E-NWOM and person to person NWOM typically discuss tie-strength as 
being an important consideration, along with cascade expectations determined by a victim’s 
sphere of influence. In the past NWOM was typically shared first with strong ties which are 
those who personally know the victim and often include family, friends, co-workers, and 
neighbors, and secondly with weak ties who are those who have very limited or no relationship 
with the victim such as acquaintances or strangers (Granovetter 1973; Mittal et al. 2008; Nitzan 
and Libai 2011; Yang and Mattila 2012). When information comes directly from a strong tie the 
receiver has an advantage from previous interactions where (a) the attitudes, preferences, and 
level of expertise of the victim are already known to the receiver, and (b) information and 
messages delivered by the victim can be tailored to the receiver for those same reasons 
functionally optimizing the impact from the information being delivered (Duhan et al. 1997). 
Information and messages delivered by weak ties have advantages including an absence of 
certain preconceived notions of those in one’s social circle, and weak tie sources are more 
plentiful, varied, and contain different levels of expertise (Duhan et al. 1997; Granovetter 1973; 
Sweeney et al. 2014). This is important to the present research because the manner in which 
people currently share information would mean both strong and weak ties may have access to the 
information.  
Customarily NWOM would require a preexisting relationship between the sender and 
receiver to be effective; however, recent studies involving NWOM received on electronic 
platforms from weak ties can still have a major impact (King et al. 2014). Sohn (2009) found that 
people are more likely to share messages electronically with strong ties than with weak ties, and 
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both positive and negative messages are shared with strong ties, while mostly negative 
information is shared with weak ties. In terms of sharing information electronically with strong 
ties, not only is this substantiated from years of word of mouth studies, but logically it would 
make sense for people to use social media to communicate with people they know prior to 
delivering messages or information onto platforms where no personal relationships exist. It’s not 
that the latter does not also happen, it just does not happen first. As far as there being a greater 
likelihood to share negative messages and information, this should not be surprising as negative 
experiences are often more emotion-laden and potentially controversial making them more 
interesting, and therefore shared with greater frequency (Berger 2014; Chen and Berger 2013). 
A receiver’s reaction to NWOM when the victim is known can be related to Kellman’s 
(1958) three processes of influence, (1) compliance, (2) identification, and (3) internalization. 
According to Kellman (1958, p. 52), “Compliance can be said to occur when an individual 
accepts influence because he hopes to achieve a favorable reaction from another person or group. 
Identification can be said to occur when an individual accepts influence because he wants to 
establish or maintain a satisfying self-defining relationship to another person or a group. 
Internalization can be said to occur when an individual accepts influence because the content of 
the induced behavior—the ideas and actions of which it is composed—is intrinsically rewarding. 
He adopts the induced behavior because it is congruent with his value system.” Avoiding a firm 
that committed a demographic-based service failure could fall into both Identification and 
Internalization influence because punishing this firm could be viewed as a prosocial action by 
serving to right an injustice. Additionally, we propose the positive feeling associated with this 
could be achieved especially in circumstances where the victim is unknown to the receiver, but 
someone within their social network could have had this same exact experience. Although not 
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specifically tested, it is probable that the receiver may relay the negative experience of the 
unknown victim to the person in his or her social network who could have shared the victim’s 
experience, along with the receiver’s reaction to the information thereby claiming the benefit 
from the aforementioned influence processes. 
A demographic-based service failure can be incredibly stressful and produce long-lasting 
effects for the victim (Klinner and Walsh 2013; Walsh 2009). Tangible, emotional, and 
informational support are sought by one’s social network following stressful life events 
(Schaefer et al. 1981), and the cause of this stressful event will be shared with the social network. 
NWOM produces a ripple effect or cascade, and the size of a local cascade depends on the 
victim’s sphere of influence within a social network. Unlike a local cascade which typically ends 
within one or two steps from the victim, a global cascade is not constrained by the victim’s 
influence or size of their social network (Watts and Dodds 2007). It is difficult to predict exactly 
how far NWOM travels, particularly with social media and user-generated reviews. A negative 
experience could be posted either on a person’s own page, commercial page, or special group, 
and could be quickly buried on a particularly busy site, or it could go viral and reach thousands 
of people. This is a challenge for firms who must deal with NWOM which could either fizzle 
quickly or influence a large number of consumers to avoid the firm (Babić Rosario et al. 2016; 
Kozinets et al. 2010; Trusov et al. 2009). 
Baker and Kaufman-Scarborough (2001) found consumers will reward companies that 
are perceived to support people with disabilities, and increased patronage from both people with 
and without disabilities who support the rights of the disabled is likely. Our research assumes the 
inverse, where an unsupportive or discriminatory firm will lose patronage from this supporting 
system. A number of studies have shown cross-racial friendships lead to increased empathy and 
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decreased fear of the other race (Spanierman et al. 2009; Todd et al. 2010; Todd et al. 2011; 
Williams and Johnson 2011). Additional studies investigating positive interactions with other 
stigmatized groups such as the homeless, drug addicts, and AIDS patients also showed greater 
empathy and positive attitudes toward these groups (Batson and Ahmad 2009; Batson et al. 
2002).  Based on Intergroup Contact Theory positive attitudes toward an out-group are likely 
when there are positive interactions, so it is logical to surmise that negative attitudes would arise 
as a result of someone from this out-group being harmed. Additionally, a family dynamic may be 
more likely to contain Alport’s four proposed dimensions to optimize the positive effects, as well 
as increased frequency of contact, and perceived closeness of relationships particular within 
families living with a member of an out-group.  This is not to say friendships and other 
relationships considered to be strong ties will not also demonstrate Alport’s optimal conditions 
therefore maximizing the positive effect of the relationship interactions. Although not always the 
case, familial bonds are typically older, longer-lasting, and stronger (Mason and Pavia 2006). 
In a commercial context, negative emotions toward a firm can be experienced vicariously 
by an individual without the person ever using the firm (Romani et al. 2012), meaning if the 
three dimensions of Attribution Theory are intact, a receiver will adopt the negative emotions 
toward the offending firm and engage in avoidance behaviors. Finally, Folkman and Lazarus 
(1986, p. 999) in discussing coping mechanisms when a family member is in trouble state: 
“When problem-solving and distancing in encounters that involved a loved one's well-being, it 
may be that such encounters are not amenable to rational problem-solving, and that when a loved 
one is involved, people cannot or do not wish to be emotionally detached.” Accordingly, we 
hypothesize:  
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H2: People who have relationships will have higher levels of avoidance toward a seller than 
people who do not have relationships, and this effect is mediated by anger toward the 
seller. 
H3: The effect of empathic anger on avoidance behaviors is moderated by the perceived 
closeness of this relationship. The effect on avoidance is stronger when perceived closeness 
is higher. 
Hoffmann (1973, p. 10) wrote, “Empathy pertains to the involuntary, at time forceful, 
experiencing of another person's emotional state rather than a more pertinent and appropriate 
response to one's own actual situation. The emotion is elicited either by expressive cues which 
directly reflect the other's feelings or by other kind of cues which convey the affective impact of 
external events on him.” A simpler definition comes from Batson and colleagues (1991, p. 463), 
"an other-oriented emotional response congruent with the perceived welfare of another person." 
People are more likely to show empathy to a harmed party when the plight of the harmed party is 
attributable to factors beyond the victim’s control (Lee et al. 2014). In cases of discrimination, 
those witnesses who would not themselves be discriminated against exhibit behaviors mimicking 
those negative emotions of the harmed party (Baker and Meyer 2011). Once again Attribution 
Theory is used to explain how empathy for another is determined due to the effect from attitudes 
of causal inference determining behaviors from the covariation of consensus, consistency, and 
perceptual modality (Folkes 1988; Folkes and Kotsos 1986; Kelley 1967). 
In his development of a scale to measure the global concept of empathy, Davis (1980) 
uncovered four dimensions to comprise the construct. They are; (1) perspective taking, (2) 
fantasy elaboration, (3) empathic concern, and (4) personal distress. Perspective taking pertains 
to the action of being able to spontaneously assume the point of view or position of another 
person. Fantasy elaboration involves the ability to identify with others who may be either 
fictional characters or otherwise personally unknown to the individual. Empathic concern is 
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based on feelings of warmth, compassion, and concern for another person who is engaging in 
some phenomenon.  Finally, personal distress monitors a person’s personal anxiety and 
discomfort which come from witnessing another person’s negative experience (Bagozzi and 
Moore 1994; Davis 1983; Davis 1980). 
Research in empathy relies on the receiver of the information exhibiting behaviors related 
to all four proposed dimensions (Eisenberg and Morris 2001). The consequential actions taken as 
a result of these dimensions are both altruistic and egoistic simultaneously (Batson et al. 1981; 
Hoffman 1973). In their work on reactions to public service announcements involving abused 
children, Bagozzi and Moore (1994) demonstrated how each dimension played a role in the 
function of the receiver. For perspective, questions were asked involving feeling as though the 
respondents had been struck themselves. Empathic concern was based on feeling pity and 
compassion for the child in the ad. Feelings of distress and anxiety came from both these general 
feelings, but also a desire to intervene on behalf of the child to reduce these feelings. Fantasy 
elaboration was measured with the respondents’ ability to insert themselves into the story by 
going deeper into assuming specific things about the characters in the scenario, and identifying 
strongly with the emotions and needs of the child in the ad. 
For the purposes of this research we will now refer to empathy involving these four 
dimensions based on a dyad where the receiver (person A) receives information from a harmed 
known or unknown party (person B) as “general empathy.” There is no doubt that general 
empathy occurs in both situations where a negative experience could and could not be shared or 
experienced directly by the receiver (person A), and in many instances this is the basis for work 
in charitable giving, corporate social responsibility, and prejudice reduction. Instead we propose 
that in circumstances when harmed person B is unknown to person A there is an effect from 
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prior relationships with those who could directly share the same experience, and this previous 
relationship makes the effect stronger. In instances where the harmed party (person B) is 
unknown to the receiver and the same harm could not be experienced by the receiver, we proffer 
that an effect transpires where a transfer or substitution occurs. The receiver will substitute a 
person they know personally into the role of harmed person B. The general empathy effect is still 
happening, but an additional effect from thinking about someone they know occurs 
simultaneously. For example, if a sighted person reads about a negative experience of a blind 
person with whom they’ve had no previous relationship, and he or she has a blind sibling, this 
person will then react as if the experience just read about happened to their sibling. In a 
marketing context the sighted person may have an anti-firm reaction even without having a 
personal relationship; however, by involving this personal relationship we expect the anti-firm 
effect to be higher than when no previous relationship existed. We pursue this from an anti-firm 
service failure perspective, but it could also be generalized to a charitable giving context where 
an individual may be more likely to give to a philanthropic cause if the cause could benefit 
someone they know rather than an unknown community. Empathy has been a popular research 
focus for many years, and it would be impossible to conduct an exhaustive review of all 
empathy-focused literature. However, we have not found any other study considering this 
substitutional or transference effect.  
Empathic emotion for another can be a source of altruistic motivation to act on behalf of 
a harmed party (Batson et al. 1981), and this emotion could manifest in anger culminating in a 
desire to punish the transgressor (Vitaglione and Barnett 2003). We believe “substitutional 
empathy” exists and will lead to even greater levels of avoidance behaviors than general empathy 
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particularly when the initial harmed party is unknown and other relationships with someone who 
could have the same experience exists. Therefore, we hypothesize; 
H3: Substitutional empathy will be higher than general empathy. 
H5: When fear of going blind/transitioning gender roles is high, general empathy will be 
higher than substitutional empathy, but there will be no change in avoidance behaviors. 
H6: There will be no difference in avoidance behaviors between conditions where a 
relationship exists and the source is unknown, and conditions where a relationship exists 
and the source is known. 
Well illustrated and compelling research has found that NWOM has a direct effect on 
firm evaluations regardless of the communication platform used (Hennig‐Thurau et al. 2004; 
Hilton 1995; Trusov et al. 2009).  As previously discussed, NWOM will occur following a 
service failure, and the harmed party is likely to use the communication platforms at his or her 
disposal to relay this experience to others (Berger and Iyengar 2013; Sweeney et al. 2014). 
According to King (2014), most electronic word of mouth comes from eight sources. They are 
(1) posted reviews, (2) mail bags, (3) discussion forums including blogs, (4) electronic mailing 
lists (list-serves), (5) personal email, (6) chat rooms, (7) personal messaging, and (8) social 
media. In general it would be difficult to compare the effectiveness of each of these methods as 
they reach different audiences, are inspired by different motivations, have varied exposure and 
longevity, and are context dependent in many ways (Babić Rosario et al. 2016; Brown et al. 
2007; Hennig‐Thurau et al. 2004; Kozinets et al. 2010; Trusov et al. 2009). Consumers seeking 
information about products and services have many resources available to them online, and 
consumers find user reviews to be a good proxy for word of mouth to help them make 
marketplace decisions (Zhu and Zhang 2010). When consumers engage in information seeking 
they must make judgments about the value of the information received, particularly if the 
information is received from an unknown party (Weiss et al. 2008). The value of information is 
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based on perceived truthfulness which comes from an attributed sense of  sincerity, reliability, 
and knowledgeability to the source (Hilton 1995). Consumers placed greater trust and credibility 
into user-generated content along with greater empathy than for marketer-generated content 
(Schindler and Bickart 2005). We do not propose any communication platform, electronic or 
otherwise, where the victim is known or a stranger, to be more effective than another. What is 
relevant to this research is the perceived trustworthiness and credibility in the source of the 
information, because without this perception the attributional effect along with the overall anti-
firm effect will diminish or may even become non-existent. Therefore, we hypothesize; 
H7: Trustworthiness/credibility in the source of information will mediate the effect on 
avoidance behaviors. Higher levels of trustworthiness/credibility in the source of 
information will lead to higher levels of avoidance behavior. 
There are going to be circumstances where a receiver doesn’t know anyone with the 
specific demographic attributed to the service failure. It is possible when the receiver is asked to 
imagine that this person is known to them that this imagined experience could lead to positive 
attitudes toward this victim and the out-group as a whole. Crisp and Turner (2009) developed the 
extension of Intergroup Contact Theory to show that the positive effects of an in-group’s 
interaction with an out-group can occur when the interactions are merely imagined rather than 
physical. Through repeated experimentation the results showed the use of scenarios elicited 
positive attitudinal and behavioral effects very similar in many ways to those observed through 
direct contact, and this effect was made stronger through enhanced elaboration and detail added 
to the imagined scenario (Crisp et al. 2009; Crisp and Turner 2009; Husnu and Crisp 2010). The 
idea that mentally stimulating a positive interaction with an out-group could reduce prejudice 
and stereotyping while transferring the imagined positive attributed traits to others in the out-
group is an appealing idea. For the purposes of this research, however, the interaction to be 
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imagined isn’t necessarily positive as it involves a description of a highly emotional demograhic-
related service failure. Nevertheless, imagining a fictitious person who is supposed to be 
personally known to a receiver may be enough to illicit an enhanced propensity toward 
avoidance of the firm who harmed this imagined individual. Therefore, we hypothesize: 
H8: When no relationship exists, avoidance behaviors will be higher when the source is 
imagined to be known than when the source is imagined to be unknown. 
 
Figure 5.1 Conceptual Model for NWOM Study 
 
Study One 
 Our first study examines the NWOM effect stemming from an accessibility-related 
service failure where the victim is blind or low vision, and the receiver is normally sighted. For 
this study we wanted to isolate the sample to responses only from those sighted participants who 
actually had a blind or low vision person in his or her social network. To accomplish this goal 
the blind and low vision participants recruited for the studies in Chapter Four were instructed to 
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send the link to the online survey directly to at least three normally sighted individuals in their 
social network who were likely to fill out the survey. To reduce complications this survey was 
designed so that the first question asked participants determined whether or not they were blind 
or otherwise vision impaired (vision uncorrectable) or normally-sighted (vision within normal 
range including correctable with glasses or contact lenses). If the participant selected “blind / low 
vision” they participated in the survey from Chapter Four about reactions to accessibility-related 
service failures online.  If “normally sighted” was selected then participants would answer 
questions based on receiving NWOM from blind and low vision people. There were a total of 
four hundred and ten sighted participants for this study (N=410). 
 After beginning the survey the participants first answered questions to rate whether they 
were high or low in Empathic Anger. This five item scale was adapted from Vitaglioni and 
Barnett (2003) and used a 7-point Likert format anchored by 1- Strongly Agree and 7-  Strongly 
Disagree (CA=.87). Following this block of questions all respondents were asked to read the 
same accessibility-related service failure scenario, and the source of this scenario was 
randomized. Eight different sources were used varying direct person to person and online 
communications where the victim in the scenario was either previously known to the receiver or 
a stranger. 
Source  Source Description  Participants  
K-Direct Person to Person –Known  43 
K – FB Facebook Post – Known  51 
U-Direct Person to Person – Unknown  54 
U-UREV Store’s User Review – Unknown  53 
U-YELP Yelp.com Review – Unknown  53 
U-COM Consumer Complaint Site – Unknown  54 
K-BLOG Online Blog – Known  53 
U-BLOG  Online Blog – Unknown  48 
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 After reading the scenario participants were asked if they personally knew someone who 
was blind or low vision. For this study all participants did have a relationship and were then 
asked what specific relationship they had (choosing the closest if more than one existed), the 
frequency of contact with this individual, and their perceived closeness of this relationship. The 
next question asked whether the victim in the scenario was supposed to be known or unknown to 
them. If the victim was unknown then the participant would answer both general empathy and 
substitutional empathy questions, but if the person was known the participant would answer only 
general empathy questions. Again, for these studies substitutional empathy is only a valid 
concept when the source is unknown, otherwise there would be no person to “substitute” into the 
role of the victim. Both general empathy and substitutional empathy were adapted from Bagozzi 
and Moore’s (1994) empathy scale (CA=.87). 
Empathy (general) adapted from Bagozzi 
1. I felt as though I was right there in the scenario experiencing what the vision impaired person 
was experiencing.  
2. As I read the scenario I could actually feel the outrage the vision impaired person was 
experiencing.  
3. At the end I felt upset as if this experience had happened to me.  
4. The scenario tended to evoke within me a desire to offer help or protection to the vision 
impaired person from the scenario.  
5. I really felt deep sympathy for the vision impaired person in the scenario.  
6. The scenario caused me to have tender feelings of concern for the vision impaired person in 
the scenario. 
Substitutional Empathy Scale Questions (also adapted from Bagozzi) 
1. I felt as though the vision impaired person I know was right there in the scenario experiencing 
what the other vision impaired person was experiencing.  
2. As I read the scenario I imagined the vision impaired person I know could actually feel the 
anger the other vision impaired person was experiencing.  
3. At the end I felt angry as if this had happened to the vision impaired person I know. 
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4. The scenario tended to evoke within me a desire to offer help or protection to the vision impaired 
person I know.  
5. After reading this scenario I really felt deep sympathy for the vision impaired person I know.  
6. The scenario caused me to have tender feelings of concern for the vision impaired person I 
know. 
Participants were next asked to answer questions about the trustworthiness/credibility of 
the source of the scenario using a four item scale (CA=.91) adapted from McKnight et. al (2002). 
A three item scale to measure anger toward the retailer (CA=.96) was adapted from Gelbrich 
(2010). Finally, our scale for avoidance (CA=.89) was adapted from Gregoire and Tripp (2009). 
 
Study Two 
The second study was replicated in the Transgender community. This community was 
selected for two reasons; (1) there has been a great deal of controversy and public outcry in the 
popular press surrounding the treatment of this community, and (2) to avoid a potential confound 
from our fifth hypothesis about “fear” interfering with substitutional empathy. Blindness and low 
vision can be caused for several reasons including diseases, age-related or otherwise, or by an 
accident. Someone who knows a person who is blind may be much more aware about diseases, 
hereditary risks, and potential for blinding accidents, and may therefore have a personal fear or 
feeling that they may go blind at some point in the future. On the other hand, someone is aware 
that they are transgender from an early age, whether or not it is acted upon, and it is highly 
unlikely for anon-transgender person to have a similar fear or feeling toward gender role 
switching as a fear or feeling of going blind.    
The design of this survey was the same  except for the scenario being about a negative 
experience of a transgender shopper whose experience was caused by her being transgender. The 
words “blind and low vision” and “vision impaired” were changed to “transgender” in the 
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scenario sources and subsequent scale questions. The online survey was distributed by 
transgender people to non-transgender people using an electronic snowball sampling technique 
to ensure that all non-transgender respondents actually had a transgender person in his or her 
social network. 
Source  Source Description  Participants  
K-Direct Person to Person –Known  305 
K – FB Facebook Post – Known  295 
U-Direct Person to Person – Unknown  266 
U-UREV Store’s User Review – Unknown  247 
U-YELP Yelp.com Review – Unknown  280 
U-COM Consumer Complaint Site – Unknown  257 
K-BLOG Online Blog – Known  266 
U-BLOG  Online Blog – Unknown  283 
 
 
 
Table 5.1 Results for Study One and Study Two       
Results for Study One and Study Two 
Study One Study Two 
Item  
KN-
AVG VAR. 
ST-
AVG VAR. P-Value 
KN-
AVG VAR. 
ST-
AVG VAR. P-Value 
Avoid 3.51 3.36 3.7 2.89 P<0.02 2.55 2.36 2.85 3.62 0.01 
Anger 3.07 2.87 3.25 2.58 P<0.03 2.49 2.63 2.75 3.42 P<0.04 
G.Empathy 2.23 1.71 2.64 2.03 P<0.001 2.72 2.37 3.02 3.11 P<0.01 
S.Empathy  2.56 2.5 P<0.05    3.5 3.67 P<0.001 
E.Anger 2.45 1.6 2.56 1.6 P<0.03 3.04 1.9 2.98 2.21 P<0.27 
Fear   4.69 2.61 P<0.001    5.82 2.68 P<0.001 
Close-KN 2.54 2.74   P<0.001 7.79 2.85   P<0.01 
Close ST   2.6 3.16 P<0.001    8.38 4.14 P<0.001 
E.An-KN 2.45 1.6   P<0.001 3.04 1.9   P<0.001 
E.An-ST   2.56 1.68 P<0.001     2.98 2.21 P<0.1 
Trust-KN 1.69 0.76   P<0.001 2.4 1.89   P<0.1 
Trust_ST     2.44 1.45 P<0.001     2.88 1.6 P<0.37 
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In studies one and two all respondents who participated had personal relationships with a 
blind or low vision or transgender individual, respectively. In both conditions where the person 
in the scenario was known or unknown to the receiver, it was demonstrated that empathic anger 
moderated the effect on avoidance behaviors (Known 1.71e-34, Stranger 2.57e-63). This result 
was almost significant in the known condition, but not for the Stranger condition for study two 
(Known .06, Stranger .1), providing partial support for hypothesis one. The perceived closeness 
of the relationship to the blind low vision individual the receiver had a personal relationship with 
moderated the effect on avoidance where when perceived closeness was high avoidance levels 
were also higher (Known 1.35e-10, Stranger 4.40e-17). This result was replicated in study two 
(Known 579e-46, Stranger 5.99e-64) therefore supporting hypothesis three. The concept of 
“substitutional empathy” is only valid in conditions where the respondent has a personal 
relationship with a blind/transgender individual and the source in the scenario is unknown to the 
participant. Hypothesis four proposed that substitutional empathy would be higher than general 
empathy in conditions where the person in the scenario was a stranger to the participant, and this 
was significant in both studies (Blind .05, Transgender 6.57e-08), supporting this hypothesis. 
 We also proposed that when fear of going blind/transitioning gender roles was high, 
substitutional empathy would be lower and this result is significant across both studies (Blind 
1.40e-55, Transgender 1.08e-30) supporting hypothesis five. Hypothesis six proposed that there 
will not be a difference in avoidance behaviors between conditions where the person in the 
scenario is either known or unknown to the receiver. There was a significant difference between 
the two where avoidance was higher when the person in the scenario was known to the receiver 
(Blind .02, Transgender .01), therefor hypothesis six is not supported. It is important to note that 
both scores were negative meaning that avoidance of the retailer still occurs in both conditions. 
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Finally, we proposed that trust in the source of information would determine avoidance levels 
where higher levels of trust would lead to greater avoidance, and this was significant in study 
one (Known 5396e-93, Stranger 2.44e-73). This was not significant in study two (Known 0.1, 
Stranger 0.33). 
Study Three 
 The third study once again involved NWOM from the blind and low vision community; 
however, this time a large sample from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk system was employed. 
Unlike previous studies where participants were able to choose an advocacy organization to 
donate to for completing the survey, the participants on M-Turk were paid fifty cents for a 
completed survey. No other changes were made to the survey instrument. Gathering participants 
in this manner allowed us to collect responses from people who may have had more distal 
relationship or no relationship at all with a blind or low vision person. This allowed for a more 
robust comparison between (strong and weak ties) as well as the ability to test our hypothesis 
about Imagined Intergroup Contact Theory for those respondents who had no previous 
relationships. 
Source  Source Description  Participants  
K-Direct Person to Person –Known  89 
K – FB Facebook Post – Known  94 
U-Direct Person to Person – Unknown  89 
U-UREV Store’s User Review – Unknown  94 
U-YELP Yelp.com Review – Unknown  101 
U-COM Consumer Complaint Site – Unknown  97 
K-BLOG Online Blog – Known  94 
U-BLOG  Online Blog – Unknown  100 
133 
 
 
Study Four 
 The fourth and final study was done to replicate the findings from study three, once again 
based on relationships with Transgender individuals. This study mirrored study three with the 
exception of questions being related to the plight of a transgender person instead of a blind 
person. 
Source  Source Description  Participants  
K-Direct Person to Person –Known  80 
K – FB Facebook Post – Known  85 
U-Direct Person to Person – Unknown  78 
U-UREV Store’s User Review – Unknown  93 
U-YELP Yelp.com Review – Unknown  73 
U-COM Consumer Complaint Site – Unknown  67 
K-BLOG Online Blog – Known  85 
U-BLOG  Online Blog – Unknown  81 
 
 
Table 5.2 Results for Study Three and Study Four        
Results for Study Three and Study Four 
KNOWN Study Three Study Four 
Item  
KN-
AVG VAR. 
ST-
AVG VAR. P-Value 
KN-
AVG VAR. 
ST-
AVG VAR. P-Value 
Avoid 3.62 3.21 3.77 3.26 P<0.1 2.55 2.36 2.85 3.62 P<0.01 
Anger 3.21 2.69 3.3 3.04 P<0.25 2.49 2.63 2.75 3.42 P<0.04 
G.Empathy 2.43 1.68 3.7 2.12 P<0.001 2.72 2.37 3.02 3.15 P<0.001 
S.Empathy  3.04 2.85 P<0.001    3.5 3.66 P<0.001 
Fear     5.04 2.48 P<0.001     5.82 2.69 P<0.001 
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Table 5.3 Results from Studies 3 & 4 No Relationships        
Results for Study Three and Study Four 
UNKNOWN Study Three Study Four 
Item  
KN-
AVG 
KN-
STD 
ST-
AVG 
ST-
STD P-Value 
KN-
AVG 
KN-
STD 
ST-
AVG 
ST-
STD P-Value 
Avoid 3.83 3.38 4.39 3.03 P<0.001 3.2 3.92 3.7 3.94 P<0.001 
Anger 3.49 2.76 3.89 3.1 P<0.001 3.16 3.74 3.37 3.77 P<0.03 
G.Empathy 2.48 1.74 2.97 2.6 P<0.001 3.18 3.17 3.34 3.34 P<0.001 
  
 
 From the results of studies three and four there was a significant difference in avoidance 
behaviors between conditions where the respondent had no personal relationship with a 
blind/transgender individual and was asked to imagine that they had a personal relationship to 
the victim in the scenario, and the condition where the respondent who had no relationship did 
not know the victim from the scenario (Blind 1.14e-07, Transgender 2.13e-07). Therefor 
hypothesis eight was supported. Hypothesis two proposed that there will be a difference in 
avoidance behaviors toward the retailer between when a personal relationship exists and when no 
personal relationship exists. To calculate this difference we compared two conditions across both 
studies: (1) Known – Known to Unknown-Known, and (2) Known-Unknown to Unknown-
Unknown The difference between avoidance for Known-Known and avoidance for Unknown-
Known in study three was significant (M (AVO-KN-KN) =3.615, SD = 3.2104); M (AVO-UK-
KN) = 3.83, SD = 3.38); t (1, 772) = -1.69, p < .04. The difference between avoidance for 
Known-Known and avoidance for Unknown-Known in study four was significant (M (AVO-
KN-KN) =2.54, SD = 2.36); M (AVO-UK-KN) = 3.20, SD = 3.98); t (1, 735) = -5.57, p < 7.99e-
08. The difference between avoidance for Known-Unknown and avoidance for Unknown-
Unknown in study three was significant (M (AVO-KN-UK ) =3.76, SD = 3.76); M(AVO-UK-
UK) = 4.39, SD = 3.03); t(1, 1187) = -7.24, p < 3.82e-13.The difference between avoidance for 
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Known-Unknown and avoidance for Unknown-Unknown in study four was significant (M 
(AVO-KN-UK) =2.85, SD = 3.62); M(AVO-UK-UK) = 3.70, SD = 3.94); t(1, 1939) = -8.06, p < 
1.26e-15. These four tests show support for hypothesis two. 
 
Table 5.4 Results from Relationship and Source of Information Avoidance    
Results for Relationship and Information Source Avoidance       
  KD KFB UD UUR UY UCC KB UB 
Study One          
Family 3.37 3.72 3.72 3.48 3.92 3.04 3.45 3.35 
Friends 3.13 2.53 3.27 3.07 3.17 4.35 3.20 3.55 
Co-Workers 4.05 4.14 4.88 4.38 3.69 4.42 5.38 2.58 
Other 3.92 3.90 4.50 3.39 4.16 4.55 3.50 3.94 
Study Two          
Family 1.83 3.25 1.68 7.00 0.00 2.02 1.69 1.71 
Friends 1.51 2.50 1.76 2.08 2.43 1.76 1.71 1.67 
Co-Workers 2.36 4.20 1.76 3.67 4.42 1.90 1.41 1.85 
Other 1.89 2.58 1.80 2.97 2.77 1.91 2.01 2.02 
Study Three          
Family 3.16 3.16 2.94 3.75 3.86 4.56 3.54 3.23 
Friends 3.15 3.15 2.25 4.78 4.68 3.40 3.93 3.46 
Co-Workers N/A N/A 1.00 2.88 N/A 5.67 3.08 1.00 
Other 4.18 4.18 3.56 3.13 3.64 3.91 3.59 3.82 
None 4.19 4.19 3.95 4.07 4.59 4.38 4.22 3.84 
Study Four          
Family 1.95 3.25 N/A N/A N/A 2.63 3.00 N/A 
Friends 2.53 2.50 2.50 2.08 2.43 2.05 2.33 3.21 
Co-Workers 3.75 4.20 6.25 3.67 4.42 4.00 2.00 2.00 
Other 2.33 2.58 3.08 2.97 2.77 2.55 2.48 3.71 
None 3.13 3.06 3.57 3.64 3.81 3.46 3.56 3.72 
 
Conclusion 
 The four studies conducted in this research demonstrated how NWOM based on a 
demographic service failure which could not be directly experienced by the receiver will stille 
result in avoidance behaviors toward an offending retailer. Even though there was a slight 
difference in avoidance behaviors between the scenarios where the victim was known to the 
receiver versus when they were not, this result is still negative for the retailer. Additionally, we 
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have proven that “substitutional empathy” is a viable concept enhancing the effect on avoidance 
behaviors, and retailers should beware of these NWOM effects from potential customers being 
dissuaded by NWOM based on their existing relationships within their own social networks. 
Information from weak ties can be made more impactful based on the strength and closeness of a 
person’s strong ties. Ideally no customer should be treated differentially in the marketplace based 
on his or her demographic characteristics, and the ripple effect from such service failures has the 
potential to cause irreparable damage to a business through these word of mouth effects. 
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Chapter Six: Conclusion 
 
 The goal of this project was to show how a demographic-related service failure not only 
causes avoidance of an offending retailer by the directly affected consumer, but also by those 
potential customers who do not share those same demographic characteristics within or outside 
of  the social network of the harmed party who learn of the service failure through NWOM. The 
three full studies along with the preliminary test provide evidence for this claim. Examining 
demographic-related service failures in a variety of populations demonstrates that the occurrence 
of such failures could happen to anyone, and the detrimental impact on a business can be swift 
and severe. Focusing primarily on the blind and low vision community granted a framework by 
which the far-reaching theoretical implications of this research could be generalized across 
populations and contexts. Additionally, this work provides a mechanism for marketers to realize 
that certain problems may be easily solved to the benefit of many for a nominal cost, such as the 
problems created from inaccessible retail websites. 
 These studies make an earnest and unique contribution to the marketing and social 
science literature. It would be an impossibility to conduct an exhaustive literature search within 
the areas of discrimination, word-of-mouth, service failure, and empathy; however, the 
propositions made here were not found elsewhere. The concept of “Consumer Normalcy” was 
first presented in 2006, and at that time called for other marketers to test the propositions in other 
populations. Chapter three was dedicated to the creation and rigorous development of an 
empirical scale based from Baker’s grounded theory approach. Our study conducted tests of the 
construct in multiple populations while creating an instrument to uniquely measure the internal 
feelings of a consumer following a demographic-related service failure. Most prior work 
discussing discrimination has been conducted qualitatively providing little opportunity for 
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generalization into other contexts or populations, and development of empirical scales has been 
rare. These instruments often assess whether or not a situation involves discrimination based on a 
demographic feature, but nothing regarding the internal feelings which may make someone react 
the way they do following a transgression of this nature. The “Consumer Normalcy Scale” 
exhibits which dimensions (participation, control, distinction, and equality) are being violated 
during a demographic-related service failure both separately and as a whole. The construct was 
found to hold over multiple populations, and can act to moderate anti-firm reactions. With the 
proliferation of social media and the growing diversity within our culture, the expectation is for 
other marketing scholars to utilize this new tool when analyzing service failures, particularly in 
instances of marketplace experiential segmentation, differential treatment, and potential 
discrimination. We predict this area of research to grow in popularity based on the recent 
heightened xenophobic sentiments that appear to be gaining prevalence in our modern society. 
 The preliminary test highlighting the wide-spread nature of the problem of inaccessible 
retail websites for the disabled community was meant to coincide with chapter four about 
reactions to accessibility-related service failures by blind and low vision consumers. This work 
contributed to the marketing literature in the areas of attribution theory and the study of 
disconfirmed expectations by examining how the disconfirmed expectations of consumer 
normalcy stemming from accessibility-related service failures leads to anti-firm reactions when 
the firm is blamed for the transgression. Testing these theoretical propositions in an interesting 
and unique context using an under-served population provides practical relevance to this study as 
it directly shows this specific yet wide-spread problem leads to negative consequences for the 
firm. No other study within the marketing or computer science/website development literature 
had attempted to empirically examine service failures caused by an inaccessible website. The 
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Consumer Normalcy Scale was used to gauge reactions from this specific kind of demographic-
related service failure. The condition comparison between online-accessibility-related and non-
accessibility-related online service failures using Gelbrich’s (2010) blame attribution framework 
provided equally negative results for both conditions. It would appear that the dimensions of 
participation and control are both violated whether or not the consumer is unable to use a website 
due to accessibility issues or other technological issues. The ability for a consumer to achieve 
distinction in a primarily anonymous online shopping context did not transfer. Respondents were 
equally angry and frustrated, and avoidance behaviors were the same across conditions. From a 
practical standpoint this should not change the necessity for marketers to alleviate this problem 
for their disabled consumers as the wrath of angry customers manifesting in avoidance behaviors 
due to accessibility issues could be easily assuaged by more thoughtful web design.  
 Finally, chapter five was dedicated to learning how NWOM is perceived by a receiver 
when this person could not directly share the same experience as the harmed party. There have 
been countless word-of-mouth studies in the literature; however, to our knowledge no previous 
studies have sought to analyze this common phenomenon. Developing the concept of 
“Substitutional Empathy” to explain how NWOM from weak-ties involving demographic-related 
service failures affects avoidance behaviors is a unique contribution to the marketing and 
psychology literature. This concept was tested in a negative service context; however, it could 
have far-reaching impact in studying philanthropic fundraising promotions, CSR initiatives, and 
how certain spokespersons for products and services are perceived. Studies one and three 
examining the NWOM effect regarding a blind person’s accessibility-related service failure 
resulted in avoidance of the retailer by both strong and weak ties, again providing marketers an 
even larger reason to make their websites accessible. Studies two and four examined the NWOM 
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effect from a transgender woman’s bad experience in the physical marketplace, and this again 
resulted in avoidance behaviors for both strong and weak ties. This clearly shows managers that 
training and creating an inclusive and tolerant marketplace could help the firm avoid detrimental 
consequences from the exclusionary attitudes and practices of service employees. 
 The research conducted for this work has made contributions to theory and practice by 
demonstrating a unique view on how demographic-related service failures are perceived by both 
the directly affected and others learning of the failure. We hope that this effort also provides a 
greater voice for the blind and low vision community in their pursuit of online accessibility for 
all, and for the struggles for inclusion being fought by the transgender community. We believe 
that the rigor with which this research was conducted has provided true and accurate results from 
which causal effects can be explained with a high degree of probability. In the end we hope our 
research provides a platform for other scholars to build on, and that marketers heed the warnings 
presented here to continually strive to create a more inclusive marketplace for all who wish to 
participate. In the words of Thomas Malthus, “The substitution of benevolence as the master-
spring and moving principle of society, instead of self-love, is a consummation devoutly to be 
wished.”  
 
 
 
 
 
141 
 
List of References 
Allport, Gordon W (1954), "7he Nature of Prejudice," New York: Addison. 
 
Alma, M. A., S. F. Van der Mei, J. W. Groothoff, and Tpbm Suurmeijer (2012), "Determinants 
of social participation of visually impaired older adults," Quality of Life Research, 21 (1), 87-97. 
 
Anderson, Rolph E (1973), "Consumer dissatisfaction: the effect of disconfirmed expectancy on 
perceived product performance," Journal of Marketing Research, 38-44. 
 
Anderson, Rolph E and Srinivasan Swaminathan (2011), "Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty in 
E-Markets: A PLS Path Modeling Approach," The Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19 
(2), 221-34. 
 
Andreasen, Alan R and Jean Manning (1990), "The dissatisfaction and complaining behavior of 
vulnerable consumers," Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining 
Behavior, 3, 12-20. 
 
Aquino, Karl, Thomas M Tripp, and Robert J Bies (2006), "Getting even or moving on? Power, 
procedural justice, and types of offense as predictors of revenge, forgiveness, reconciliation, and 
avoidance in organizations," Journal of Applied Psychology, 91 (3), 653. 
 
Arndt, Johan (1967), "Role of product-related conversations in the diffusion of a new product," 
Journal of Marketing Research, 291-95. 
Averill, James R (1983), "Studies on anger and aggression: Implications for theories of 
emotion," American psychologist, 38 (11), 1145. 
 
Avery, J., T. J. Steenburgh, J. Deighton, and M. Caravella (2012), "Adding Bricks to Clicks: 
Predicting the Patterns of Cross-Channel Elasticities Over Time," Journal of Marketing, 76 (3), 
96-111. 
 
Babić Rosario, Ana, Francesca Sotgiu, Kristine De Valck, and Tammo HA Bijmolt (2016), "The 
effect of electronic word of mouth on sales: A meta-analytic review of platform, product, and 
metric factors," Journal of Marketing Research, 53 (3), 297-318. 
 
142 
 
Babin, Barry J, Mitch Griffin, and James S Boles (2004), "Buyer reactions to ethical beliefs in 
the retail environment," Journal of Business Research, 57 (10), 1155-63. 
 
Bagozzi, Richard P and David J Moore (1994), "Public service advertisements: Emotions and 
empathy guide prosocial behavior," The Journal of Marketing, 56-70. 
 
Bagozzi, Richard P, Mahesh Gopinath, and Prashanth U Nyer (1999), "The role of emotions in 
marketing," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27 (2), 184-206. 
 
Baker, S. M., C. Kaufman-Scarborough, and S. Gould (1999), "Dialogues with visually impaired 
and color blind consumers: Psychological, socio-cultural, and social policy perspectives on an 
emerging issue in consumes research," Advances in Consumer Research, Vol 26, 26, 412-12. 
 
Baker, Stacey Menzel (2006), "Consumer normalcy: understanding the value of shopping 
through narratives of consumers with visual impairments," Journal of Retailing, 82 (1), 37-50. 
 
Baker, Stacey Menzel and Carol Kaufman-Scarborough (2001), "Marketing and public 
accommodation: a retrospective on Title III of the Americans with Disabilities Act," Journal of 
Public Policy & Marketing, 297-304. 
 
Baker, Stacey Menzel, (2001), "Marketplace experiences of consumers with visual impairments: 
beyond the Americans with Disabilities Act," Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 215-24. 
Baker, Stacey Menzel, Debra Lynn Stephens, and Ronald Paul Hill (2002), "How can retailers 
enhance accessibility: giving consumers with visual impairments a voice in the marketplace," 
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 9 (4), 227-39. 
 
Baker, Stacey Menzel, Jonna Holland, and Carol Kaufman-Scarborough (2007), "How 
consumers with disabilities perceive “welcome” in retail servicescapes: a critical incident study," 
Journal of Services Marketing, 21 (3), 160-73. 
 
Baker, Thomas L and Tracy Meyer (2011), "White response to potentially discriminatory actions 
in a services setting," Psychology & Marketing, 28 (2), 188-204. 
 
Baker, Thomas L and Tracy Meyer (2012), "Moderating effect of discriminatory attributions on 
repatronage intentions," Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 19 (2), 211-17. 
143 
 
 
Baker, Thomas L, Tracy Meyer, and James D Johnson (2008), "Individual differences in 
perceptions of service failure and recovery: the role of race and discriminatory bias," Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 36 (4), 552-64. 
 
Balabanis, George, Nina Reynolds, and Antonis Simintiras (2006), "Bases of e-store loyalty: 
Perceived switching barriers and satisfaction," Journal of Business Research, 59 (2), 214-24. 
 
Batson, C Daniel and Nadia Y Ahmad (2009), "Using empathy to improve intergroup attitudes 
and relations," Social Issues and Policy Review, 3 (1), 141-77. 
 
Batson, C Daniel, Bruce D Duncan, Paula Ackerman, Terese Buckley, and Kimberly Birch 
(1981), "Is empathic emotion a source of altruistic motivation?," Journal of personality and 
Social Psychology, 40 (2), 290. 
 
Batson, C Daniel, Johee Chang, Ryan Orr, and Jennifer Rowland (2002), "Empathy, attitudes, 
and action: Can feeling for a member of a stigmatized group motivate one to help the group?," 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28 (12), 1656-66. 
 
Bauer, Hans H, Tomas Falk, and Maik Hammerschmidt (2006), "eTransQual: A transaction 
process-based approach for capturing service quality in online shopping," Journal of Business 
Research, 59 (7), 866-75. 
Bearden, William O and Jesse E Teel (1983), "Selected determinants of consumer satisfaction 
and complaint reports," Journal of Marketing Research, 21-28. 
 
Belk, Russell (1988), Possessions and self: Wiley Online Library. 
 
Berger, Jonah (2014), "Word of mouth and interpersonal communication: A review and 
directions for future research," Journal of Consumer Psychology, 24 (4), 586-607. 
 
Berger, Jonah and Raghuram Iyengar (2013), "Communication channels and word of mouth: 
How the medium shapes the message," Journal of Consumer Research, 40 (3), 567-79. 
 
144 
 
Bettencourt, B, Kelly Charlton, Nancy Dorr, and Deborah L Hume (2001), "Status differences 
and in-group bias: a meta-analytic examination of the effects of status stability, status legitimacy, 
and group permeability," Psychological bulletin, 127 (4), 520. 
 
Bitner, M. J. (1990), "EVALUATING SERVICE ENCOUNTERS - THE EFFECTS OF 
PHYSICAL SURROUNDINGS AND EMPLOYEE RESPONSES," Journal of Marketing, 54 
(2), 69-82. 
 
Bitner, M. J., B. H. Booms, and M. S. Tetreault (1990), "THE SERVICE ENCOUNTER - 
DIAGNOSING FAVORABLE AND UNFAVORABLE INCIDENTS," Journal of Marketing, 
54 (1), 71-84. 
 
Bitner, M.J. (1992), "SERVICESCAPES - THE IMPACT OF PHYSICAL SURROUNDINGS 
ON CUSTOMERS AND EMPLOYEES," Journal of Marketing, 56 (2), 57-71. 
 
Bitner, Mary Jo, Stephen W Brown, and Matthew L Meuter (2000), "Technology infusion in 
service encounters," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (1), 138-49. 
 
Blodgett, Jeffrey G, Donald H Granbois, and Rockney G Walters (1994), "The effects of 
perceived justice on complainants' negative word-of-mouth behavior and repatronage 
intentions," Journal of Retailing, 69 (4), 399-428. 
 
Blodgett, Jeffrey G, Donna J Hill, and Stephen S Tax (1997), "The effects of distributive, 
procedural, and interactional justice on postcomplaint behavior," Journal of Retailing, 73 (2), 
185-210. 
 
Bone, Paula Fitzgerald (1995), "Word-of-mouth effects on short-term and long-term product 
judgments," Journal of Business Research, 32 (3), 213-23. 
 
Bonifield, Carolyn and Catherine Cole (2007), "Affective responses to service failure: anger, 
regret, and retaliatory versus conciliatory responses," Marketing Letters, 18 (1-2), 85-99. 
 
Bougie, R., R. Pieters, and M. Zeelenberg (2003), "Angry customers don't come back, they get 
back: The experience and behavioral implications of anger and dissatisfaction in services," 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31 (4), 377-93. 
145 
 
 
Braithwaite, Dawn O, Vincent R Waldron, and Jerry Finn (1999), "Communication of social 
support in computer-mediated groups for people with disabilities," Health communication, 11 
(2), 123-51. 
 
Brown, Jo, Amanda J Broderick, and Nick Lee (2007), "Word of mouth communication within 
online communities: Conceptualizing the online social network," Journal of interactive 
marketing, 21 (3), 2-20. 
 
Buhalis, D. and E. Michopoulou (2011), "Information-enabled tourism destination marketing: 
addressing the accessibility market," Current Issues in Tourism, 14 (2), 145-68. 
 
Bunker, Matthew P and Matthew S Bradley (2007), "Toward understanding customer 
powerlessness: analysis of an internet complaint site," JOURNAL OF CONSUMER 
SATISFACTION DISSATISFACTION AND COMPLAINING BEHAVIOR, 20, 54. 
 
Burnett, John J (1996), "What services marketers need to know about the mobility-disabled 
consumer," Journal of Services Marketing, 10 (3), 3-20. 
 
Burnett, John J and Pallab Paul (1996), "Assessing the media habits and needs of the mobility-
disabled consumer," Journal of Advertising, 25 (3), 47-59. 
Cardozo, Richard N (1965), "An experimental study of customer effort, expectation, and 
satisfaction," Journal of Marketing Research, 244-49. 
 
Chebat, Jean-Charles, Moshe Davidow, and Isabelle Codjovi (2005), "Silent Voices Why Some 
Dissatisfied Consumers Fail to Complain," Journal of Service Research, 7 (4), 328-42. 
 
Chen, Zoey and Jonah Berger (2013), "When, why, and how controversy causes conversation," 
Journal of Consumer Research, 40 (3), 580-93. 
 
Childers, T. L., C. L. Carr, J. Peck, and S. Carson (2001), "Hedonic and utilitarian motivations 
for online retail shopping behavior," Journal of Retailing, 77 (4), 511-35. 
 
Childers, Terry L and Carol Kaufman-Scarborough (2009), "Expanding opportunities for online 
shoppers with disabilities," Journal of Business Research, 62 (5), 572-78. 
146 
 
 
Chung-Herrera, Beth G, Gabriel R Gonzalez, and K Douglas Hoffman (2010), "When 
demographic differences exist: an analysis of service failure and recovery among diverse 
participants," Journal of Services Marketing, 24 (2), 128-41. 
 
Churchill Jr, Gilbert A (1979), "A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing 
constructs," Journal of Marketing Research, 64-73. 
 
Crisp, Richard J and Rhiannon N Turner (2009), "Can imagined interactions produce positive 
perceptions?: Reducing prejudice through simulated social contact," American psychologist, 64 
(4), 231. 
 
Crisp, Richard J, Sofia Stathi, Rhiannon N Turner, and Senel Husnu (2009), "Imagined 
intergroup contact: Theory, paradigm and practice," Social and Personality Psychology 
Compass, 3 (1), 1-18. 
 
Crockett, David, Sonya A Grier, and Jacqueline A Williams (2003), "Coping with marketplace 
discrimination: an exploration of the experiences of black men," American Marketing Science 
Review, 2003 (4), 1-21. 
Crossley, Craig D (2009), "Emotional and behavioral reactions to social undermining: A closer 
look at perceived offender motives," Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
108 (1), 14-24. 
 
d'Astous, Alain (2000), "Irritating aspects of the shopping environment," Journal of Business 
Research, 49 (2), 149-56. 
 
Davis,  Mark H (1980), "A multidimensional approach to individual differences in empathy." 
 
Davis, Mark H (1983), "Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a 
multidimensional approach," Journal of personality and social psychology, 44 (1), 113-26. 
 
Dawson, S., P. H. Bloch, and N. M. Ridgway (1990), "SHOPPING MOTIVES, EMOTIONAL 
STATES, AND RETAIL OUTCOMES," Journal of Retailing, 66 (4), 408-&. 
 
147 
 
Duhachek, Adam (2005), "Coping: A multidimensional, hierarchical framework of responses to 
stressful consumption episodes," Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (1), 41-53. 
 
Duhan, Dale F, Scott D Johnson, James B Wilcox, and Gilbert D Harrell (1997), "Influences on 
consumer use of word-of-mouth recommendation sources," Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 25 (4), 283-95. 
 
Edison, Steve W and Gary L Geissler (2005), "An investigation of negative word-of-mouth 
communication among market mavens," Journal of Marketing Communications, 11 (2), 73-94. 
 
Eisenberg, Nancy and Amanda Sheffield Morris (2001), "The origins and social significance of 
empathy-related responding. A review of empathy and moral development: implications for 
caring and justice by ML Hoffman," Social Justice Research, 14 (1), 95-120. 
 
Flanagan, John C (1954), "The critical incident technique," Psychological bulletin, 51 (4), 327. 
 
Folkes, Valerie S (1988), "Recent attribution research in consumer behavior: A review and new 
directions," Journal of Consumer Research, 548-65. 
Folkes, Valerie S and Barbara Kotsos (1986), "Buyers' and sellers' explanations for product 
failure: who done it?," The Journal of Marketing, 74-80. 
 
Folkes, Valerie S, Susan Koletsky, and John L Graham (1987), "A field study of causal 
inferences and consumer reaction: the view from the airport," Journal of Consumer Research, 
534-39. 
 
Folkman, Susan, Richard S Lazarus, Christine Dunkel-Schetter, Anita DeLongis, and Rand J 
Gruen (1986), "Dynamics of a stressful encounter: cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter 
outcomes," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50 (5), 992. 
 
Frijda, Nico H, Peter Kuipers, and Elisabeth Ter Schure (1989), "Relations among emotion, 
appraisal, and emotional action readiness," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57 (2), 
212. 
 
148 
 
Gelbrich, K. (2010), "Anger, frustration, and helplessness after service failure: coping strategies 
and effective informational support," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38 (5), 567-
85. 
 
Granovetter, Mark S (1973), "The strength of weak ties," American journal of sociology, 1360- 
80. 
 
Gregoire, Y., T. M. Tripp, and R. Legoux (2009), "When Customer Love Turns into Lasting 
Hate: The Effects of Relationship Strength and Time on Customer Revenge and Avoidance," 
Journal of Marketing, 73 (6), 18-32. 
 
Grégoire, Yany and Robert J Fisher (2006), "The effects of relationship quality on customer 
retaliation," Marketing Letters, 17 (1), 31-46. 
 
Grégoire, Yany and Robert J Fisher (2008), "Customer betrayal and retaliation: when your best 
customers become your worst enemies," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36 (2), 
247-61. 
 
Grégoire, Yany, Daniel Laufer, and Thomas M Tripp (2010), "A comprehensive model of 
customer direct and indirect revenge: understanding the effects of perceived greed and customer 
power," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38 (6), 738-58. 
 
Grégoire, Yany, Thomas Tripp, Renaud Legoux, and J Radighieri (2009), "The effects of time on 
customer revenge and avoidance: An examination in online public complaining contexts," Adv. 
Consum. Res, 36, 712-14. 
 
Gremler, Dwayne D (2004), "The critical incident technique in service research," Journal of 
Service Research, 7 (1), 65-89. 
 
Grier, Sonya A and Rohit Deshpandé (2001), "Social dimensions of consumer distinctiveness: 
The influence of social status on group identity and advertising persuasion," Journal of 
Marketing Research, 38 (2), 216-24. 
 
Hackett, Stephanie, Bambang Parmanto, and Xiaoming Zeng (2005), "A retrospective look at 
website accessibility over time," Behaviour & Information Technology, 24 (6), 407-17. 
149 
 
 
Hanson, Vicki L and John T Richards (2013), "Progress on Website Accessibility?," ACM 
Transactions on the Web (TWEB), 7 (1), 2. 
 
Hennig‐Thurau, Thorsten, Kevin P Gwinner, Gianfranco Walsh, and Dwayne D Gremler (2004), 
"Electronic word‐of‐mouth via consumer‐opinion platforms: What motivates consumers to 
articulate themselves on the Internet?," Journal of interactive marketing, 18 (1), 38-52. 
 
Hilton, Denis J (1995), "The social context of reasoning: Conversational inference and rational 
judgment," Psychological bulletin, 118 (2), 248. 
 
Hinkin, Timothy R (1998), "A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey 
questionnaires," Organizational research methods, 1 (1), 104-21. 
 
Hodge, Suzanne and Fiona Eccles (2013), "Loneliness, social isolation and sight loss: a literature 
review conducted for Thomas Pocklington Trust." 
 
Hoffman, Martin L (1973), "Empathy, Role-Taking, Guilt, and Development of Altruistic 
Motives." 
 
Husnu, Senel and Richard J Crisp (2010), "Elaboration enhances the imagined contact effect," 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46 (6), 943-50. 
 
Hyman, Herbert Hiram (1942), "The psychology of status," Archives of Psychology (Columbia 
University). 
 
Iyer, G. and D. Kuksov (2012), "Competition in Consumer Shopping Experience," Marketing 
Science, 31 (6), 913-33. 
 
Jaeger, Paul T (2004), "Beyond Section 508: The spectrum of legal requirements for accessible 
e-government Web sites in the United States," Journal of Government Information, 30 (4), 518- 
33. 
 
150 
 
Jaeger, Paul T (2014), "Internet justice: Reconceptualizing the legal rights of persons with 
disabilities to promote equal access in the age of rapid technological change," Review of 
Disability Studies: An International Journal, 9 (1). 
 
Jaeger, Paul T (2015), "Multi-method evaluation of United States federal electronic government 
Web sites in terms of accessibility for persons with disabilities," Ph. D. dissertation, Florida State 
University, College of Information, at http://diginole. lib. fsu. edu/etd, accessed 23 August. 
 
Kaufman-Scarborough, Carol and Terry L Childers (2009), "Understanding markets as online 
public places: Insights from consumers with visual impairments," Journal of Public Policy & 
Marketing, 28 (1), 16-28. 
 
Keaveney, S. M. (1995), "CUSTOMER SWITCHING BEHAVIOR IN-SERVICE 
INDUSTRIES - AN EXPLORATORY-STUDY," Journal of Marketing, 59 (2), 71-82. 
Kelley, Harold H (1967), "Attribution theory in social psychology," in Nebraska symposium on 
motivation: University of Nebraska Press. 
 
Kelley, Harold H (1973), "The processes of causal attribution," American psychologist, 28 (2), 
107. 
Kelly, Brian, David Sloan, Lawrie Phipps, Helen Petrie, and Fraser Hamilton (2005), "Forcing 
standardization or accommodating diversity?: a framework for applying the WCAG in the real 
world," in Proceedings of the 2005 International Cross-Disciplinary Workshop on Web 
Accessibility (W4A): ACM. 
 
King, Robert Allen, Pradeep Racherla, and Victoria D Bush (2014), "What We Know and Don't 
Know About Online Word-of-Mouth: A Review and Synthesis of the Literature," Journal of 
interactive marketing, 28 (3), 167-83. 
 
Klinner, Nicole S and Gianfranco Walsh (2013), "Customer perceptions of discrimination in 
service deliveries: Construction and validation of a measurement instrument," Journal of 
Business Research, 66 (5), 651-58. 
 
Kotler, Philip (1973), "Atmospherics as a marketing tool," Journal of retailing, 49 (4), 48-64. 
 
151 
 
Kozinets, R. V., K. de Valck, A. C. Wojnicki, and S. J. S. Wilner (2010), "Networked 
Narratives: Understanding Word-of-Mouth Marketing in Online Communities," Journal of 
Marketing, 74 (2), 71-89. 
 
Kukar-Kinney, M. and A. G. Close (2010), "The determinants of consumers' online shopping 
cart abandonment," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38 (2), 240-50. 
 
Kumar, Vinay and Anurag Asawa (2016), "A Study on Perceived Risk & Trust in Online 
Shopping a Comparative Study Among Various Demographic Groups." 
 
Laczniak, Russell N, Thomas E DeCarlo, and Sridhar N Ramaswami (2001), "Consumers’ 
responses to negative word-of-mouth communication: An attribution theory perspective," 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 11 (1), 57-73. 
 
Langelaan, M., M. R. de Boer, R. M. A. van Nispen, B. Wouters, A. C. Moll, and Ghmb van 
Rens (2007), "Impact of visual impairment on quality of life: A comparison with quality of life 
in the general population and with other chronic conditions," Ophthalmic Epidemiology, 14 (3), 
119-26. 
 
Laros, Fleur JM and Jan-Benedict EM Steenkamp (2005), "Emotions in consumer behavior: a 
hierarchical approach," Journal of Business Research, 58 (10), 1437-45. 
Lau, Geok Theng and Sophia Ng (2001), "Individual and situational factors influencing negative 
word‐of‐mouth behaviour," Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/Revue Canadienne des 
Sciences de l'Administration, 18 (3), 163-78. 
 
Lazar, Jonathan and Paul T Jaeger (2011), "Reducing barriers to online access for people with 
disabilities," Issues in Science and Technology, 17 (2), 68-82. 
 
Lazarus, Richard S (1991), "Cognition and motivation in emotion," American psychologist, 46 
(4), 352. 
 
Lee, Jin-Soo, Steve Pan, and Henry Tsai (2013), "Examining perceived betrayal, desire for 
revenge and avoidance, and the moderating effect of relational benefits," International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 32, 80-90. 
 
152 
 
Lee, Michael SW, Judith Motion, and Denise Conroy (2009), "Anti-consumption and brand 
avoidance," Journal of Business Research, 62 (2), 169-80. 
 
Lee, Saerom, Karen Page Winterich, and William T Ross (2014), "I'm Moral, But I Won't Help 
You: The Distinct Roles of Empathy and Justice in Donations," Journal of Consumer Research, 
Forthcoming. 
 
Liu, Raymond R, Harry S Watkins, and Youjae Yi (1997), "Taxonomy of consumer complaint 
behavior: replication and extension," JOURNAL OF CONSUMER SATISFACTION 
DISSATISFACTION AND COMPLAINING BEHAVIOR, 10, 91-103. 
 
Machleit, K. A., T. Meyer, and S. A. Eroglu (2005), "Evaluating the nature of hassles and uplifts 
in the retail shopping context," Journal of Business Research, 58 (5), 655-63. 
 
Marczyk, Geoffrey R, David DeMatteo, and David Festinger (2010), Essentials of research 
design and methodology: Wiley. com. 
 
Mason, Marlys and Teresa Pavia (2006), "When the family system includes disability: 
Adaptation in the marketplace, roles and identity," Journal of Marketing Management, 22 (9-10), 
1009-30. 
McColl-Kennedy, Janet R, Paul G Patterson, Amy K Smith, and Michael K Brady (2009), 
"Customer rage episodes: emotions, expressions and behaviors," Journal of Retailing, 85 (2), 
222-37. 
 
McDonnell, Mary-Hunter and Timothy Werner (2016), "Blacklisted businesses: Social activists’ 
challenges and the disruption of corporate political activity," Administrative Science Quarterly, 
61 (4), 584-620. 
 
McKnight, D Harrison, Vivek Choudhury, and Charles Kacmar (2002), "Developing and 
validating trust measures for e-commerce: An integrative typology," Information systems 
research, 13 (3), 334-59. 
 
Meuter, Matthew L, Mary Jo Bitner, Amy L Ostrom, and Stephen W Brown (2005), "Choosing 
among alternative service delivery modes: an investigation of customer trial of self-service 
technologies," Journal of Marketing, 61-83. 
 
153 
 
Mills, Juline E., Jee-Hee Han, and Joan Marie Clay (2008), "Accessibility of Hospitality and 
Tourism Websites: A Challenge for Visually Impaired Persons," Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 
49 (1), 28-41. 
 
Mittal, Vikas, John W Huppertz, and Adwait Khare (2008), "Customer complaining: the role of 
tie strength and information control," Journal of Retailing, 84 (2), 195-204. 
 
Moreau, Sophia (2010), "What is discrimination?," Philosophy & Public Affairs, 38 (2), 143-79. 
 
Morrin, M. and J. C. Chebat (2005), "Person-place congruency - The interactive effects of 
shopper style and atmospherics on consumer expenditures," Journal of Service Research, 8 (2), 
181-91. 
 
Newell, Alan F and Peter Gregor (2002), "Design for older and disabled people–where do we go 
from here?," Universal Access in the Information Society, 2 (1), 3-7. 
 
Nitzan, I. and B. Libai (2011), "Social Effects on Customer Retention," Journal of Marketing, 75 
(6), 24-38. 
Olalere, Abiodun and Jonathan Lazar (2011), "Accessibility of US federal government home 
pages: Section 508 compliance and site accessibility statements," Government Information 
Quarterly, 28 (3), 303-09. 
 
Oliver, Mike (1996), "Defining impairment and disability: issues at stake," Exploring the divide: 
Illness and disability, 39-54. 
 
Oliver, Richard L (1976), "Hedonic reactions to the disconfirmation of product performance 
expectations: Some moderating conditions," Journal of Applied Psychology, 61 (2), 246. 
 
Oliver, Richard L (1977), "Effect of expectation and disconfirmation on postexposure product 
evaluations: An alternative interpretation," Journal of Applied Psychology, 62 (4), 480. 
 
Oliver, Richard L (1981), "Measurement and evaluation of satisfaction processes in retail 
settings," Journal of Retailing. 
 
154 
 
Packer, Tanya L, Tanya L Packer, Bob Mckercher, and Matthew K Yau (2007), "Understanding 
the complex interplay between tourism, disability and environmental contexts," Disability and 
Rehabilitation, 29 (4), 281-92. 
 
Parasuraman, Ananthanarayanan, Valarie A Zeithaml, and Leonard L Berry (1994), 
"Reassessment of expectations as a comparison standard in measuring service quality: 
implications for further research," The Journal of Marketing, 111-24. 
 
Parasuraman, Anantharanthan, Valarie A Zeithaml, and Leonard L Berry (1985), "A conceptual 
model of service quality and its implications for future research," The Journal of Marketing, 41-
50. 
 
Parmanto, Bambang and Stephanie R Hackett (2011), "A case study examination of the impact 
of lawsuits on website accessibility," Disability & Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, 6 (2), 
157-68. 
 
Peters, Cara and David A Bradbard (2007), "Web Accessibility: An Introduction and 
Implications for a Corporate Social Responsibility Marketing Strategy," Journal of Internet 
Commerce, 6 (4), 27-54. 
Pettigrew, Thomas F (1998), "Intergroup contact theory," Annual review of psychology, 49 (1), 
65-85. 
 
Reece, Gloria A (2002), "Accessibility Meets Usability: A Plea for a Paramount and Concurrent 
User-centered Design Approach to Electronic and Information Technology Accessibility for 
All," in ANNUAL CONFERENCE-SOCIETY FOR TECHNICAL COMMUNICATION Vol. 
49: UNKNOWN. 
 
Richins, M. L. (1983), "NEGATIVE WORD-OF-MOUTH BY DISSATISFIED CONSUMERS 
- A PILOT-STUDY," Journal of Marketing, 47 (1), 68-78. 
 
Ritchie, Heather and Peter Blanck (2003), "The promise of the Internet for disability: a study of 
on‐line services and web site accessibility at Centers for Independent Living," Behavioral 
sciences & the law, 21 (1), 5-26. 
 
Ro, Heejung and Eric D Olson (2014), "The effects of social justice and stigma-consciousness on 
gay customers' service recovery evaluation," Journal of Business Research, 67 (6), 1162-69. 
155 
 
 
Rohm, Andrew J and Vanitha Swaminathan (2004), "A typology of online shoppers based on 
shopping motivations," Journal of Business Research, 57 (7), 748-57. 
 
Romani, Simona, Silvia Grappi, and Daniele Dalli (2012), "Emotions that drive consumers away 
from brands: Measuring negative emotions toward brands and their behavioral effects," 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29 (1), 55-67. 
 
Rosenbaum, Mark S and Detra Y Montoya (2007), "Am I welcome here? Exploring how ethnic 
consumers assess their place identity," Journal of Business Research, 60 (3), 206-14. 
 
Rosenbloom, Bert (2002), "The ten deadly myths of e-commerce," Business horizons, 45 (2), 61-
66. 
 
Schaefer, Catherine, James C Coyne, and Richard S Lazarus (1981), "The health-related 
functions of social support," Journal of behavioral medicine, 4 (4), 381-406. 
 
Schindler, Robert M and Barbara Bickart (2005), "Published word of mouth: Referable, 
consumer-generated information on the Internet," Online consumer psychology: Understanding 
and influencing consumer behavior in the virtual world, 35-61. 
 
Schlosser, A. E., T. B. White, and S. M. Lloyd (2006), "Converting web site visitors into buyers: 
How web site investment increases consumer trusting beliefs and online purchase intentions," 
Journal of Marketing, 70 (2), 133-48. 
 
Shakespeare, Tom (1996), "Disability, identity and difference," Exploring the divide: Illness and 
disability, 94-113. 
 
Siebers, Tobin (2008), Disability theory: University of Michigan Press. 
 
Singh, Jagdip (1988), "Consumer complaint intentions and behavior: definitional and 
taxonomical issues," The Journal of Marketing, 93-107. 
 
156 
 
Smith, Craig A and Phoebe C Ellsworth (1985), "Patterns of cognitive appraisal in emotion," 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48 (4), 813. 
 
Spanierman, Lisa B, Nathan R Todd, and Carolyn J Anderson (2009), "Psychosocial costs of 
racism to Whites: Understanding patterns among university students," Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 56 (2), 239. 
 
Stendal, Karen (2012), "How do People with Disability Use and Experience Virtual Worlds and 
ICT: A Literature Review," Journal of Virtual Worlds Research, 5 (1). 
 
Ström, Roger, Martin Vendel, and John Bredican (2014), "Mobile marketing: A literature review 
on its value for consumers and retailers," Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 21 (6), 
1001-12. 
 
Swaine, Bonnie, Delphine Labbé, Tiiu Poldma, Maria Barile, Catherine Fichten, Alice Havel, 
Eva Kehayia, Barbara Mazer, Patricia McKinley, and Annie Rochette (2014), "Exploring the 
facilitators and barriers to shopping mall use by persons with disabilities and strategies for 
 
Swan, John E and I Frederick Trawick (1981), "Disconfirmation of expectations and satisfaction 
with a retail service," Journal of Retailing. 
 
Sweeney, Jill, Geoff Soutar, and Tim Mazzarol (2014), "Factors enhancing word-of-mouth 
influence: positive and negative service-related messages," European Journal of Marketing, 48 
(1/2), 336-59. 
 
Tajfel, Henri (1974), "Social identity and intergroup behaviour," Information (International 
Social Science Council), 13 (2), 65-93. 
 
Tajfel, Henri and John C Turner (1979), "An integrative theory of intergroup conflict," The 
social psychology of intergroup relations, 33 (47), 74. 
 
Tauber, Edward M (1972), "Why do people shop?," The Journal of Marketing, 46-49. 
 
157 
 
Tax, Stephen S, Stephen W Brown, and Murali Chandrashekaran (1998), "Customer evaluations 
of service complaint experiences: implications for relationship marketing," The Journal of 
Marketing, 60-76. 
 
Terzi, Lorella (2004), "The social model of disability: A philosophical critique," Journal of 
Applied Philosophy, 21 (2), 141-57. 
 
Thornicroft, Graham, Diana Rose, Aliya Kassam, and Norman Sartorius (2007), "Stigma: 
ignorance, prejudice or discrimination?," The British Journal of Psychiatry, 190 (3), 192-93. 
 
Todd, Nathan R, Lisa B Spanierman, and Mark S Aber (2010), "White students reflecting on 
whiteness: Understanding emotional responses," Journal of diversity in higher education, 3 (2), 
97. 
 
Todd, Nathan R, Lisa B Spanierman, and V Paul Poteat (2011), "Longitudinal examination of 
the psychosocial costs of racism to Whites across the college experience," Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 58 (4), 508. 
 
Tronvoll, Bård (2011), "Negative emotions and their effect on customer complaint behaviour," 
Journal of Service Management, 22 (1), 111-34. 
 
Trusov, M., R. E. Bucklin, and K. Pauwels (2009), "Effects of Word-of-Mouth Versus 
Traditional Marketing: Findings from an Internet Social Networking Site," Journal of Marketing, 
73 (5), 90-102. 
 
van Doorn, J and M Zeelenberg (2014), "Anger and Prosocial Behavior," Emotion Review, 6 (3), 
261-68. 
 
Vargo, S. L. and R. F. Lusch (2004), "Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing," Journal 
of Marketing, 68 (1), 1-17. 
 
Verma, Varsha, Dheeraj Sharma, and Jagdish Sheth (2016), "Does relationship marketing matter 
in online retailing? A meta-analytic approach," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44 
(2), 206-17. 
 
158 
 
Vitaglione, Guy D and Mark A Barnett (2003), "Assessing a new dimension of empathy: 
Empathic anger as a predictor of helping and punishing desires," Motivation and Emotion, 27 
(4), 301-25. 
 
Walsh, Gianfranco (2009), "Disadvantaged consumers' experiences of marketplace 
discrimination in customer services," Journal of Marketing Management, 25 (1-2), 143-69. 
 
Watts, Duncan J and Peter Sheridan Dodds (2007), "Influentials, networks, and public opinion 
formation," Journal of Consumer Research, 34 (4), 441-58. 
 
Watts, William A (1965), "Cognitive reorganization following a disconfirmed expectancy," 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2 (2), 231. 
 
Weiner, Bernard (2000), "Attributional thoughts about consumer behavior," Journal of 
Consumer research, 27 (3), 382-87. 
 
Weiss, Allen M, Nicholas H Lurie, and Deborah J MacInnis (2008), "Listening to strangers: 
Whose responses are valuable, how valuable are they, and why?," Journal of Marketing 
Research, 45 (4), 425-36. 
 
Wentz, Brian, Paul T Jaeger, and Jonathan Lazar (2011), "Retrofitting accessibility: The legal 
inequality of after-the-fact online access for persons with disabilities in the United States," First 
Monday, 16 (11). 
 
Westbrook, Robert A (1981), "Sources of consumer satisfaction with retail outlets," Journal of 
Retailing, 57 (3), 68-85. 
 
Westbrook, Robert A and Michael D Reilly (1983), "Value-percept disparity: an alternative to 
the disconfirmation of expectations theory of consumer satisfaction," Advances in Consumer 
Research, 10 (1), 256-61. 
 
Wetzer, Inge M, Marcel Zeelenberg, and Rik Pieters (2007), "“Never eat in that restaurant, I 
did!”: Exploring why people engage in negative word‐of‐mouth communication," Psychology & 
Marketing, 24 (8), 661-80. 
 
159 
 
Weun, Seungoog, Sharon E Beatty, and Michael A Jones (2004), "The impact of service failure 
severity on service recovery evaluations andpost-recovery relationships," Journal of Services 
Marketing, 18 (2), 133-46. 
 
Williams, Christina T and Laura R Johnson (2011), "Why can’t we be friends?: Multicultural 
attitudes and friendships with international students," International Journal of Intercultural 
Relations, 35 (1), 41-48. 
 
Yang, Wan and Anna S Mattila (2012), "The role of tie strength on consumer dissatisfaction 
responses," International Journal of Hospitality Management, 31 (2), 399-404. 
 
Zeithaml, Valarie A, Leonard L Berry, and Anantharanthan Parasuraman (1988), 
"Communication and control processes in the delivery of service quality," The Journal of 
Marketing, 35-48. 
 
Zhu, Feng and Xiaoquan Zhang (2010), "Impact of online consumer reviews on sales: The 
moderating role of product and consumer characteristics," Journal of Marketing, 74 (2), 133-48. 
 
Zourrig, Haithem, Jean-Charles Chebat, and Roy Toffoli (2009), "Consumer revenge behavior: a 
cross-cultural perspective," Journal of Business Research, 62 (10), 995-1001. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
160 
 
Vita 
 
Education 
• Doctorate of Philosophy. Business Administration, Marketing, Drexel University, June 
2017 
• M.S. Hospitality Management,  August 2011 Drexel University, Philadelphia, PA 
• B.S. Hotel Administration, May 1998, University of Nevada Las Vegas, Las Vegas, NV 
Publications 
Anderson Rolph, Alex Cohen, Paul Christ, Alan Dubinsky, and Rajiv Mehta, “Provenance, 
Evolution, and Transition of Personal Selling and Sales Management To Strategic Marketing 
Channel Management,” (under review for special issue edited by Adel El-Ansary for the Journal 
of Marketing Channels).   
 
Betts, Kristen, Alex Cohen, Daniel Veit, Henry Alphin, and Chanel Broadus (2013a), "Strategies to Increase 
Online Student Success for Students with Disabilities," Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 17 (3). 
 
Betts, Kristen, William Welsh, Kelly Hermann, Cheryl Pruitt, Gaeir Dietrich, Jorge Trevino, Terry Watson, Mike 
Brooks, Alex Cohen, and Norman Coombs (2013b), "Understanding Disabilities & Online Student Success," 
Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 17 (3). 
 
Prior to beginning his doctoral program, Alex worked for fifteen years in the hospitality 
business holding positions as director of sales, general manager, and senior vice president at 
companies including Mirage Incorporated, Wyndham Hotels, Ocean Properties, and Madison 
Parke. The deterioration of his vision made it difficult to maintain his operational roles, and he 
decided to pursue his second career as an academician by first attaining a Master’s in hospitality 
management from Drexel University. The experience of losing his vision has driven his research 
focus with the goal of creating a more inclusive marketplace for the underserved disabled market 
segment.  
and takes pride in his role as a teacher where his learner-centered approach, along with a 
dynamic and enthusiastic style, regularly earn him high praise from students and colleagues. Alex 
lives in downtown Philadelphia with his wife and two sons, and enjoys running marathons, playing 
guitar, and helping in fundraising efforts for the Foundation Fighting Blindness. 
 
 
  
161 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
